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Typewritten Text
This volume includes comment letters received through October 10, 2014, which was 2 weeks past the close of 
the comment period (September 29, 2014).  An additional 173 comment letters were received between October 
10, 2014 and when this final EIS went to print.  We continued to accept and review these comment letters, but 
they are not included in this volume because no new substantive issues were raised that weren’t already 
addressed by previous comment letters and associated responses or in the text of the final EIS.






 FA-1 Federal Agencies 

FEDERAL AGENCIES 

FA1 – U.S. Senate, Sheldon Whitehouse and Jack Reed 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

FA1-1 The Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC or Commission) staff 

issued a notice and held a public meeting at the Crystal Lake Golf Club in 
Mapleville, Rhode Island on Tuesday, September 16, 2014 to accept comments 

on the draft environmental impact statement (EIS) for the Algonquin 

Incremental Market Project (AIM Project or Project).  The Commission also 
accepts and considers written comments on the draft EIS from any interested 

stakeholder.  The Commission gives equal consideration to written comments 

and comments received at a public meeting.   

 

  



 FA-2 Federal Agencies 

FA2 – U.S. Department of Interior, Andrew Raddant, Regional 

Environmental Officer 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

FA2-1 Comment noted. 

 

  



 FA-3 Federal Agencies 

FA3 – U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, New England District 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 FA-4 Federal Agencies 

FA3 – U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, New England District 

(cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

FA3-1 Section 3.5 of the EIS has been revised to include an evaluation of these 

modifications. 

 

  



 FA-5 Federal Agencies 

FA3 – U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, New England District 

(cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 FA-6 Federal Agencies 

FA3 – U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, New England District 

(cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

FA3-2 The FERC's Wetland and Waterbody Construction and Mitigation Procedures 

(Procedures) requires that low ground-weight construction equipment and/or 

construction mats be used in wetland areas where standing water or saturated 

soils are present to avoid rutting and topsoil/subsoil mixing, and that the top 12 
inches of topsoil over the trenchline be segregated and then restored to its 

original location during backfill activities.  Section 4.4.3 of the EIS has been 

updated to make this more clear.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

FA3-3 Since the issuance of the draft EIS, a Final Wetland Mitigation Plan, developed 

in consultation with the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE), the New 

York State Department of Environmental Conservation (NYSDEC), and the 
Connecticut Department of Energy and Environmental Protection (CTDEEP), 

has been submitted by Algonquin.  The USACE, the NYSDEC, and the 

CTDEEP would review and incorporate the Wetland Mitigation Plan into 
Project permits.  Section 4.4.5 of the EIS has been revised accordingly.  We are 

recommending that Algonquin identify any additional avoidance or mitigation 

measures for the two vernal pools through the permit review process with the 
applicable agencies, prior to construction. 

 

  



 FA-7 Federal Agencies 

FA3 – U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, New England District 

(cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

FA3-4 Algonquin Gas Transmission, LLC (Algonquin) is working with the USACE 

and CTDEEP to develop an approach to managing invasive species in 
Connecticut.  Section 4.5.4 of the EIS has been updated to reflect the most 

current information available on this approach. 

 

  



 FA-8 Federal Agencies 

FA3 – U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, New England District 

(cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

FA3-5 Improper segmentation is usually concerned with projects that have reached the 

proposal stage, which is not the case here.  Algonquin has not filed an 

application with the Commission for the Atlantic Bridge Project.  Rather, 
Algonquin is still evaluating the potential Atlantic Bridge Project based on 

interest for additional natural gas supplies in New England and the Canadian 

Maritime provinces.  The Atlantic Bridge Project is still in the development 
phase and precedent agreements are under consideration.  

 

Even so, the AIM Project is an unconnected single action that has independent 
utility irrespective of any other projects, including the Atlantic Bridge Project.  

As discussed in section 1.1 of the EIS, Algonquin has executed precedent 

agreements with 10 shippers who account for the entire AIM Project capacity of 
342,000 dekatherms per day (Dth/d).  These are firm commitments proposed to 

meet a discrete market in southern New England beginning in November 2016.   

 

Moreover, the cumulative effects discussion in section 4.13 of the EIS has been 

revised to include the additional preliminary information on the Atlantic Bridge 

Project that has become available since the draft EIS for the AIM Project was 
published.  In the event that Algonquin files an application for the Atlantic 

Bridge Project, or another project in the area, the impacts of the AIM Project 

will be included in the discussion of cumulative impacts in the environmental 
review for that project, if relevant.  

  



 FA-9 Federal Agencies 

FA3 – U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, New England District 

(cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

FA3-6 Comment noted. 

 

  



 FA-10 Federal Agencies 

FA3 – U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, New England District 

(cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 FA-11 Federal Agencies 

FA4 – U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 FA-12 Federal Agencies 

FA4 – U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

FA4-1 In most instances where additional information was requested prior to the end 

of the comment period, we were able to make a conclusion on the significance 

of an impact with the information available at the time the draft EIS was 
published.  The recommendation that additional information be provided for the 

final EIS was in an effort to reduce the significance of the impact, not to 

introduce new, previously undisclosed impacts.  The information we required 
Algonquin to provide prior to the end of the comment period was put into the 

public record at the time it was filed and, therefore, was available for the public 

to review and comment on before the final EIS was issued (i.e., the final EIS is 
not the first time the public has access to this information).  In no instance 

would the requested additional information provide a substantial change to the 

proposed action.  Of the 42 recommendations in section 5.2 of the draft EIS, 28 
related to measures recommended as conditions to any Order to ensure the 

effectiveness of Algonquin's mitigation and compliance with FERC's criterion, 

resulting in the impacts identified.  We also continued to accept and review 
comments on the draft EIS beyond the close of the comment period, which are 

addressed in this volume.  For these reasons, we believe the analysis in the draft 

EIS and the revised analysis in the final EIS is appropriate. 

 

  



 FA-13 Federal Agencies 

FA4 – U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 FA-14 Federal Agencies 

FA4 – U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

FA4-2 Section 4.4.3.1 of the EIS states that impacts on PEM and PSS wetlands would 

be temporary and short term while impacts on PFO wetlands would be long-

term.  This is consistent with the definitions provided in section 4.0.  Section 

4.4.5 and appendix M discuss compensatory mitigation and what types of 
impacts were included. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

FA4-3 Section 4.4.3.1 of the EIS clearly indicates that 1.5 acres of forested wetland in 

Connecticut would be permanently converted to non-forested wetland as a 
result of routine vegetation maintenance during operation of the 

pipeline.  These impacts would be mitigated through proposed construction-

period mitigation measures, improved invasive species plan, and compensatory 
measures required by the Clean Water Act (CWA) section 404 permitting 

process, and paid for by Algonquin.  We consider backfill in wetlands to be a 

temporary impact as there would be no loss of wetland function with post-
construction restoration. 

 

FA4-4 The EIS is a summary document intended to disclose the potential impacts of a 

proposed action.  The document incorporates by reference all of the material 

filed in support of the permits and other regulatory clearances required to 
construct the facilities, should the Commission issue a Certificate of Public 

Convenience and Necessity (Certificate) for the Project.  As such, the 

presentation of potential wetland impacts provided in the EIS is sufficient for 
the public and decision makers to assess the potential impacts of the Project. 

 

FA4-5 Section 4.4 of the EIS has been updated to further discuss types of secondary 

wetland impacts and proposed mitigation. 

  



 FA-15 Federal Agencies 

FA4 – U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (cont’d) 

 

 
 

FA4-6 As a summary document, the EIS adequately presents the potential effects of 

pipeline construction and operation on wetland communities across the 
proposed Project.  The direct impacts of pipeline construction on wetlands 

described in the EIS are based on the Project construction footprint within the 

boundary of each wetland crossed by the proposed pipeline routes.  The direct 
impact of clearing vegetation, excavating the pipeline trench, temporary storage 

of dredged material within the wetland, backfilling the trench, and other 

wetland impacts related to construction activities are described in section 
4.4.3.1 of the EIS.  Additionally, secondary or indirect impacts, such as reduced 

riparian buffers, disturbance of adjacent habitat, and incremental fragmentation 

of forested wetlands are also described in section 4.4.3.1.  Additional discussion 
of indirect effects on wetland vegetation and vegetation in adjacent habitats is 

included in section 4.5.  Detailed, site-specific impacts are included in the 

Project permit applications included in the EIS by reference. 

FA4-7 Section 4.4.1 of the EIS states that "Algonquin would use existing roads for 

temporary and permanent access along the Project route and would not impact 

any wetlands." 

FA4-8 Section 4.4 of the EIS has been updated to expand upon secondary impacts on 

vernal pools.  Table 4.4.3-2 lists the locations of vernal pools along the pipeline 

study corridor.  Based on information received from Algonquin, the discussion 
regarding vernal pools in the draft EIS lists the only two vernal pools that 

would be directly affected by the Project.  After surveys were conducted for the 

Project, it was found that VP9 (in Connecticut) did not support the needed 
physical and biological characteristics to be defined as a vernal pool. 

FA4-9 As noted in sections 3.5.4 and 4.3.2.3 of the EIS, Algonquin determined that 

using the horizontal directional drill (HDD) method would not be feasible at 
other waterbody crossings when compared to the dry crossing method.  The 

reasons varied from site to site but, in general, included new temporary 
impacts on nearby residences, direct impacts on residential homes, 

including noise from drills, and the need to acquire new easement rights for 

the permanent right-of-way for operation and maintenance of the pipeline.  
Factors in HDD design include the availability of a straight and relatively 

low relief laydown area for the pullback pipe section; the availability of 

large work areas at the HDD entry and exit points; surrounding terrain; land 
use; and operation concerns.  Based on information from Algonquin, our 

review of Project mapping, and information we obtained during visits to the 

Project area, we conclude that the use of the HDD method at any additional 
waterbody crossings would be either technically infeasible, impractical, or 

would not result in a clear environmental advantage to the proposed dry 

crossing methods. 

FA4-10 See the response to comment FA3-4. 

 

  



 FA-16 Federal Agencies 

FA4 – U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

FA4-11 See the response to comment FA3-3. 

 

 

 

FA4-12 The placement of direct impact mitigation measures (i.e., construction mats) 

were not included as a secondary impact as they are mitigating more prevalent 

potential impacts on a wetland. 

 

FA4-13 Comment noted. 

 

 

 

 

FA4-14 See the response to comment FA4-1. 

  



 FA-17 Federal Agencies 

FA4 – U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

FA4-15 As noted in the comment, there would be no disproportionate impacts on low 

income or minority populations as a result of the Project.  Therefore, there is no 
need or requirement for additional measures, beyond those already proposed, to 

mitigate an impact that is not significant.  The extensive outreach efforts 

conducted by both Algonquin and FERC for the Project are described in 
sections 1.4 and 4.9.10 of the EIS.  Section 1.4 of the EIS has been revised to 

include the additional outreach conducted since publication of the draft EIS.  

These outreach efforts included all stakeholders, including Environmental 
Justice communities, associated with the Project. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

FA4-16 See the response to comment FA4-15.  Section 4.9.10 of the EIS has been 

updated to include Algonquin's additional commitment to preparing fact sheets 
in Spanish to be posted on the Project website and preparing notices regarding 

public meetings and, in the future, notices regarding construction information in 

Spanish for the identified Environmental Justice communities. 

 

  



 FA-18 Federal Agencies 

FA4 – U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

FA4-17 See the responses to comments FA4-15 and FA4-16. 

 

FA4-18 Impacts and mitigation from blasting in waterbodies is discussed in section 

4.3.2.6 of the EIS and the Rock Removal Plan (see appendix E).  As noted in 
section 4.3.2.6, in-stream work in Susquetonscut Brook and an unnamed 

tributary to Stony Brook would occur within the appropriate timing windows 

for warmwater and coldwater fisheries.  Algonquin would file a schedule 
identifying when blasting would occur within each waterbody greater than 10 

feet wide and within any designated coldwater fisheries.  

 
Mitigation measures listed in the EIS include: restoring stream beds, 

inspecting the trench for significant bedrock cracks or fissures and filling with 

bentonite to prevent infiltration of stream flow into the ground, backfilling the 
trench with sand to protect the pipe and then replacing with appropriate trench 

spoil, and replacing native stream bed material and restoring original stream 

bed contours.  Algonquin is in continuing consultation with the CTDEEP and 
NYSDEC to address impact minimization or mitigation measures and to 

evaluate other potential methods of construction. 

 

FA4-19 Comment noted.  As stated in section 4.3.1 of the EIS, Algonquin would 

contact landowners with water supply wells within 150 feet of the 
construction workspace and offer to conduct pre-and post-construction 

monitoring of well yield and water quality.  As stated in the Rock Disposal 

Plan (appendix E to the EIS) water quality testing would consist of turbidity 
and bacteriological analysis (total coliform).  Specifics on water quality 

testing would be available to the landowners.  If a water supply well were to 

be damaged as a result of Project construction, Algonquin would provide a 
temporary water source until the damaged well is restored or replaced or the 

landowner is compensated for damages.  Replacement water and 
compensation would be determined on an individual landowner basis. 

 

 

  



 FA-19 Federal Agencies 

FA4 – U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

FA4-20 See the response to comment FA4-19.  In addition, Algonquin has developed and 
provided an Environmental Complaint Resolution Procedure Plan as part of its 

application.  It identifies procedures that Algonquin would take to address 

landowner calls received during construction and how the procedures would be 
implemented.  Algonquin would provide this procedure to landowners via letter 

prior to construction.  The letter would include a toll free telephone number to 

contact with questions or concerns and the commitment that a response to the 
question or concern would be provided no later than 48 hours after receiving the 

initial call.  In the event the response is not satisfactory, the proposed letter would 

identify the FERC’s Dispute Resolution Service Helpline contact information.  
 

As discussed in the Rock Disposal Plan (appendix E to the EIS), there are several 

possible methods to remove rock from within an excavation.  Each method is best 
suited for specific situations due to individual advantages and limitations.  Methods 

in addition to blasting include excavation, hammering, and drilling and are 

described in more detail in section 5.0 of the Rock Disposal Plan. 

 

FA4-21 In response to comments received on the draft EIS, Algonquin has committed to 
using ultra low sulfur diesel and best available technology on non-road engines 

where feasible.  Section 4.11.1.3 of the EIS has been updated to reflect Algonquin's 

commitment. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

FA4-22 Section 4.13.7 of the EIS has been updated to include a qualitative discussion of 

potential air pollution and climate benefits associated with increased natural gas 

deliveries to the region. 

 

  



 FA-20 Federal Agencies 

FA4 – U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

FA4-23 Comment noted.  FERC staff acknowledges that disparate sources of 
greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions individually contribute to the global climate 

change issue.  However, to keep this global topic in perspective, we provide a 

comparison with regional GHG emissions that are seemingly large in 
comparison to other potential criteria pollutants or hazardous air pollutants 

(HAP).  Algonquin provided a summary of practices that would be 

implemented at modified compressor stations associated with the Project and 
practices that are currently in place at Algonquin facilities to minimize 

methane emissions.  Algonquin would use highly efficient turbine technology 

at the modified compressor stations, which would minimize emissions by 
being appropriately sized and efficient, and would include dry seals to 

minimize fugitive emissions.  Algonquin also has a program in place for 

minimizing methane emission at all of their facilities, which includes 
participating in the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency's (EPA) Natural 

Gas Star Program to share best practices for reducing methane emissions.  

Section 4.11.1.3 of the EIS has been updated to discuss mitigation measures 
for GHG emissions. 

 

  



 FA-21 Federal Agencies 

FA4 – U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (cont’d) 

 

 

FA4-24 The Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) regulations require agencies to consider the 

environmental effects of their proposed actions, including:  (1) direct effects, which are caused 

by the action and occur at the same time and place; and (2) indirect effects, which are caused 
by the action and are later in time or farther removed in distance, but are still reasonably 

foreseeable (40 CFR § 1508.8).  Agencies are also required to consider the cumulative impacts 

of proposed actions, which are defined as “the impact on the environment which results from 
the incremental impact of the action when added to other past, present, and reasonably 

foreseeable future actions….” (40 CFR § 1508.7).  The fourth principle of CEQ's general 

principles governing cumulative effects analyses emphasizes that “it is not practical to analyze 
the cumulative effects of an action on the universe; the list of environmental effects must focus 

on those that are truly meaningful” (Considering Cumulative Effects Under the National 

Environmental Policy Act {CEQ 1997}).   
 

Impacts that may result from additional shale gas development are not “reasonably 

foreseeable” as defined by the CEQ regulations.  Nor is such additional development, or any 
correlative potential impacts, an “effect” of the project, as contemplated by the CEQ 

regulations, for purposes of a cumulative impact analysis.  The development of the Marcellus 

shale, which is regulated by the states, continues to drive the need for takeaway interstate 
pipeline capacity to allow the gas to reach markets.  Therefore, companies are planning and 

building interstate transmission facilities in response to this new source of gas supply.  In 

addition, many production facilities have already been permitted and/or constructed in the 
region, creating a network through which natural gas may flow along various pathways to local 

users or the interstate pipeline system, including Algonquin’s existing system.  Algonquin 

would receive natural gas through its interconnection with other natural gas pipelines.  These 
interconnecting pipeline systems span multiple states with shale formations in the northeast, as 

well as conventional-gas, plays.  Algonquin cannot estimate how much of the project volumes 

will come from current/existing gas production and how much, if any, will be new production 
“attributable” to the project.   

 

We also note that EPA and states have imposed regulations within the past 2 to 3 years on 
natural gas production to minimize leaks and methane emissions.  Therefore, past studies on 

production leaks and methane emissions cannot be used to appropriately predict future 

methane emissions.  Predicting methane emissions and associated climate impacts is 
speculative given the new required minimization efforts.  

 

The project does not depend on additional shale gas production that may occur for reasons 
unrelated to the project and over which the Commission has no control, such as state 

permitting for additional gas wells.  An overall increase in production of shale-gas may occur 
for a variety of reasons, but the location and subsequent production activity is unknown, and 

too speculative to assume based on the interconnected interstate natural gas pipeline system.  

Accordingly, the factors necessary for a meaningful analysis of when, where, and how shale-
gas development would occur are unknown at this time.  It is simply impractical for the 

Commission to consider impacts associated with additional shale gas development, in separate 

geographic areas as the proposed Project, as cumulative or indirect impacts resulting from the 
Project which must, under CEQ regulations, be meaningfully analyzed by this Commission.   

  



 FA-22 Federal Agencies 

FA4 – U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (cont’d) 

 

 

 

FA4-25 Section 4.12.3 of the EIS has been updated to reflect Algonquin's agreed upon 

additional design and installation enhancements, the results of Entergy's site 

hazards analysis for the AIM Project, as well as the results of the Nuclear 
Regulatory Commission’s (NRC) independent review and conclusion on Entergy's 

evaluation.  Algonquin has agreed to additional design and installation 

enhancements along approximately 3,935 feet of the AIM Project pipeline where it 
would lie closest to the Indian Point Energy Center (IPEC) facility.  These 

measures include: using internally coated pipe that exceeds the most stringent 

Class 4 requirements set by the U.S. Department of Transportation (DOT); 
installing two parallel sets of fiber-reinforced concrete slabs (3 feet wide by 8 feet 

long by 6 inch thick) over the pipeline that would act as a physical barrier over the 

buried pipe; installing yellow warning tape above and below the concrete slabs; 
burying the pipeline to a minimum depth of 4 feet from the top of the pipeline (and 

an additional foot deeper when crossing Broadway Street); and providing thicker 

internal and external corrosion protection, including an abrasive resistant overlay 
and internal coating of the pipeline.  Entergy concluded that the proposed AIM 

Project poses no increased risks to IPEC and there is no significant reduction in the 

margin of safety.  Accordingly, as documented in its 10 Code of Federal 
Regulations (CFR) 50.59 analysis, Entergy has concluded that the change in the 

design basis external hazards analysis associated with the proposed AIM Project 

does not require prior NRC approval.  However, the NRC conducted its own 
independent, confirmatory blast analysis that did not allow any credit for the 

additional mitigation measures and assumed a catastrophic pipeline failure.  The 

review covered everything within the security owner controlled area, which 
includes everything inside the outer most fenced area of the facility, including the 

generating facilities as well as other office buildings/structures and the spent fuel 

storage areas.  Based on its review, the NRC came to the same conclusion that 
Entergy did in its 50.59 submission.   

 

  



 FA-23 Federal Agencies 

FA4 – U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

FA4-26 Comment noted.  FERC directed Algonquin to informally consult with the U.S. 

Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS) regarding migratory birds during the pre-filing 

process and prior to issuance of the draft EIS.  FERC requested that the FWS 

consider the draft EIS the draft Biological Assessment for the Project.  Section 4.7 
of the EIS has been revised to include the conclusions on consultation with the 

FWS, including regarding migratory birds.   

 

  



 FA-24 Federal Agencies 

FA5 – U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

FA5-1 Comment noted. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

FA5-2 Comment noted.  The EIS has been updated to reflect these edits. 

 

  



 FA-25 Federal Agencies 

FA5 – U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

FA5-3 See the response to comment FA4-25. 

 

  



 FA-26 Federal Agencies 

FA5 – U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

FA5-4 The text of section 3.2.2.1 of the EIS has been revised.   

 

  



 FA-27 Federal Agencies 

FA6 – U.S. Congressman Stephen Lynch 

 

FA6-1 There is no proposed compressor pump station in West Roxbury, Massachusetts.  The 

Project includes the West Roxbury Meter and Regulating (M&R) Station, which would 
be located adjacent to an active quarry.  An engineering analysis of potential impacts of 

blasting in the quarry on the West Roxbury Lateral and West Roxbury M&R Station is 

provided in section 4.1.4 of the EIS.  We note that the M&R station would be an 
industrial facility constructed of materials capable of withstanding nearby blasting.  A 

third-party geotechnical consultant concluded that ground vibrations from blasting at the 

quarry would not be disruptive or damaging to the M&R station or the pipeline. 

FA6-2 Section 4.12 of the EIS discusses the properties of natural gas as they are related to 

safety concerns. 

FA6-3 Section 4.12.1 of the EIS discusses pipeline safety concerns associated with locating the 
pipeline in High Consequence Areas (HCA).  In addition, Algonquin has provided a 

site-specific construction details for Gonzalez Field, which is discussed in section 

4.8.5.3 of the EIS.  

FA6-4 Comment noted. 

FA6-5 We disagree.  All notices of FERC sponsored public meetings were mailed to federal, 

state, and local government representatives and agencies; elected officials; 
environmental and public interest groups; Native American tribes; potential affected 

landowners and other interested individuals and groups on the environmental mailing 

list; newspapers and libraries in the Project area; and parties to this proceeding, with at 
least 2 weeks advance notice.  Section 1.4 of the EIS describes the public review and 

comment process for the Project and has been revised to reflect the outreach activities 

conducted after issuance of the draft EIS.  Opportunities for public comment have 

included:  15 landowner informational meetings and 10 public open house meetings 

held by Algonquin, and 4 scoping and 5 public comment meetings held by FERC staff, 

within all four states covering the AIM Project area, beginning in August 2013.  Also, 
FERC staff held several interagency meetings, conference calls, and site visits for the 

Project.  Stakeholders could provide their comments in multiple ways, not just by 
attendance at meetings.  The Commission also accepts and considers written comments 

from any interested stakeholder.  The Commission gives equal consideration to written 

comments and comments received at a public meeting.  We received 639 comment 
letters from stakeholders during the scoping period for the Project and through the 

publication of the draft EIS.  Prior to the end of the comment period, the draft EIS was 

available for comment for 54 days.  We also continued to accept comment letters past 
the close of the comment period.  Those comments submitted through 2 weeks after the 

close of the comment period are also included in this appendix.  Comments received 

after October 10, 2014 were reviewed for any new substantive issues, but the comments 

continued to reiterate issues already raised by other commentors.  We received 484 

comment letters on the draft EIS.  Therefore, anyone wishing to comment on the Project 

who was not able to attend a comment meeting in person could do so.  The comments 
and our responses are comprehensive in covering the potential environmental issues 

associated with the Project.  We do not believe that extending the comment period, 

notifying additional individuals, or holding additional public meetings would result in 
the identification of any new, substantive issues not already covered in the EIS.  

FA6-6 Comment noted. 



 FA-28 Federal Agencies 

FA6 – U.S. Congressman Stephen Lynch (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 FA-29 Federal Agencies 

FA7 – U.S. Congresswoman Elizabeth H. Esty 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

FA7-1 See the responses to comment letters IND3, IND89, IND149, and IND235.  

 

  



 FA-30 Federal Agencies 

FA8 – U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, New York District 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

FA8-1 An expanded discussion of the Atlantic Bridge Project has been included in the 
cumulative impact analysis (section 4.13) of the EIS.  See also the response to 

comment FA3-5. 

 

FA8-2 See the response to comment FA3-5. 

 

FA8-3 See the response to comment FA8-1. 

 

 



 NA-1 Native American Tribes 

NATIVE AMERICAN TRIBES 

NA1 – Mashantucket (Western) Pequot Tribal Nation 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

NA1-1 Comment noted. 

 

 



 

 SA-1 State Agencies 

STATE AGENCIES 

SA1 – New York Assemblyman Thomas J. Abinanti 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

SA1-1 See the response to comment FA4-1. 

 

 

 

SA1-2 See the response to comment FA6-5. 

 

 

 

SA1-3 See the response to comment FA4-1. 

 

  



 

 SA-2 State Agencies 

SA1 – New York Assemblyman Thomas J. Abinanti (cont’d) 

 

 

SA1-4 See the responses to comments FA4-1 and FA4-25. 

SA1-5 FERC recognizes that a field sampling plan is required and has requested 

submittal of the plan prior to the FERC giving approval for a Notice to Proceed 

for construction of the Project.  If the field sampling plan is inadequate, the 
Notice to Proceed would be delayed until a plan meeting the requirements listed 

in the EIS is submitted. 

SA1-6 On September 2, 2014, the New York State Department of State (NYSDOS) 
sent a letter concurring with Algonquin's New York Coastal Management 

Program consistency certification.  On October 21, 2014, Algonquin provided 

an update to the NYSDOS regarding the revised alignment of the Hudson River 

Crossing.  On October 30, 2014, the NYSDOS confirmed via email that the 

revised alignment does not change the Project's effect on coastal policies, and 

that the September 2 concurrence letter remains valid.  Section 4.8.4 of the EIS 
has been revised accordingly. 

SA1-7 See the response to comment FA4-1.  The scope of work at each of the M&R 

stations included as part of the Project is provided in table 2.1.2-1 of the EIS.  
The specific design modifications for those stations to be modified or 

constructed in 2015 have been advanced to the point that Algonquin has 

determined that no air permits or any other air permit registration 
documentation would be required.  All combustion and non-combustion sources 

and emissions at the 2015 M&R stations would either be less than permit 

thresholds or categorically exempt from permitting.  For those M&R stations to 
be modified for construction in 2016, Algonquin also does not anticipate any air 

permit requirement or other authorization. 

SA1-8 Section 4.8.5.1 of the EIS has been revised to include additional site-specific 
details for construction near St. Patrick's Church.  The workspace associated 

with the Project would be located partially within two parking lots associated 

with the church.  Church officials have indicated that most parishioners use on-
street parking; nonetheless, Project construction would temporarily reduce the 

area available for off-street parking near the church.  In addition to weekend 

masses, the church conducts weddings, baptisms, funerals, and holiday services 
throughout the week, as well as holding 9:00 a.m. masses each Monday, 

Tuesday, Wednesday, and Friday.  Algonquin has agreed to avoid construction 

activities during weekend services, thereby reducing some impacts on church 
activities during construction.  However, during weekday functions the church 

would experience temporary impacts from construction noise, dust, and traffic, 

similar to those impacts experienced by other landowners and businesses in the 
Project area.  We are recommending that Algonquin revise its site-specific 

construction plan for St. Patrick's Church to avoid construction activities during 

the scheduled morning weekday masses as well as to include other measures to 
reduce impacts on the church.  We conclude that the measures Algonquin 

proposes to implement and our additional recommended measures are sufficient 
to minimize impacts on St. Patrick's Church to less than significant levels.  See 

also the response to comment FA4-1.   

  



 

 SA-3 State Agencies 

SA1 – New York Assemblyman Thomas J. Abinanti (cont’d) 

 

 

 

SA1-9 The Buchanan-Verplanck Elementary School would be located adjacent to the 

Stony Point to Yorktown Take-up & Relay segment of the AIM Project between 

MPs 4.9 and 5.0.  The Project right-of-way and construction workspace would be 
about 450 feet from the school facility at its closest point on property owned by 

Con Edison, which abuts the school property.  Section 4.8.5.1 of the EIS has been 

revised to include additional site-specific details for construction near the 
Buchanan-Verplanck Elementary School.  Algonquin has committed to enhanced 

mitigation measures for construction and operation near the IPEC; these measures 

would also extend to the segment of pipeline near Buchanan-Verplanck 
Elementary School.  Algonquin has agreed to avoid rock blasting in the vicinity of 

the school, and would also attempt to complete construction of this segment during 

the summer months when school is not in session.  However, due to Indiana and 
northern long-eared bat tree clearing timing restrictions, construction may be 

delayed until the fall.  Even so, the intervening wooded land and natural berm 

between the construction workspace and the school would provide a buffer to 
visual, noise, and dust impacts associated with construction activities.  We 

conclude that impacts on Buchanan-Verplanck Elementary School would be 

sufficiently minimized.  See also the responses to comments FA4-1 and FA4-25.  

SA1-10 See the responses to comment letters LA1, LA2, LA4, LA5, LA8, LA9, LA22, 

LA31, and LA32. 

SA1-11 See the responses to comments FA3-5 and FA6-5. 

SA1-12 See the responses to comments FA4-1 and FA6-5.  We believe the analysis in the 

draft EIS and the revised analysis in the final EIS are appropriate and does not 

warrant the need for a supplemental draft EIS. 

 

  



 

 SA-4 State Agencies 

SA2 – New York Assemblywoman Sandra Galef 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

SA2-1 See the response to comment FA4-25. 

 

 

 

SA2-2 Through the AIM Project, Algonquin proposes to provide 342,000 Dth/d of 

natural gas to 10 project shippers as specified in section 1.1 of the EIS.  That is 

the scope of the Project analyzed in this proceeding.  See also the response to 
comment FA3-5. 

 

  



 

 SA-5 State Agencies 

SA2 – New York Assemblywoman Sandra Galef (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

SA2-3 See the responses to comments FA4-1, FA4-25, SA4-9, SA4-10, SA4-15, and 

LA4-6. 

 

SA2-4 See the response to comment SA2-2. 

 

  



 

 SA-6 State Agencies 

SA2 – New York Assemblywoman Sandra Galef (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

SA2-5 Since the AIM Project is an expansion project, Algonquin designed the 
necessary facilities to be able to flow both the current and incremental 

capacities.  The Commission does not speculate on potential projects and 

evaluates each project as filed.  The Commission, therefore, is only examining 
in this docket the proposed facilities to create the contracted incremental 

capacity.  

 
Algonquin has not filed an application with the Commission for either a 

potential Atlantic Bridge or Access Northeast Projects.  Rather, it appears that 

Algonquin is still evaluating interest for additional natural gas supplies in New 
England and Canada.  Any potential projects are still in the development phase.  

Moreover, if the Atlantic Bridge, Access Northeast, or any other projects are 

further developed and filed with the Commission, the Commission will then 
evaluate each project on its merits.  Each project will have discrete contracts, 

with varying rates, terms of service, and timelines. 

 
Further, the cumulative effects discussion in section 4.13 has been revised to 

include the additional preliminary information on the Atlantic Bridge Project 

that has become available since the draft EIS for the AIM Project was 
published.  In the event that Algonquin files an application for the Atlantic 

Bridge Project, or another project in the area, the impacts of the AIM Project 
will be included in the discussion of cumulative impacts in the environmental 

review for that project, if relevant.  See also the responses to comments FA3-5 

and SA2-2. 

 

 

  



 

 SA-7 State Agencies 

SA2 – New York Assemblywoman Sandra Galef (cont’d) 

 

 

 

SA2-6 Critical Energy Infrastructure Information (CEII) includes information 

concerning proposed or existing critical infrastructure (physical or virtual) that: 

(1) relates to the production, generation, transmission, or distribution of energy; 
(2) could be useful to a person planning an attack on critical infrastructure; (3) 

is exempt from mandatory disclosure under the Freedom of Information Act 

(FOIA); and (4) gives strategic information beyond the location of the critical 
infrastructure.  The FERC has implemented guidelines to applicants to ensure 

that they are properly designating pertinent information as CEII 

(http://www.ferc.gov/help/filing-guide/file-ceii/ceii-guidelines/guidelines.pdf).  
The Commission has established procedures for the public to gain access to 

CEII that would otherwise not be available under the FOIA 

(http://www.ferc.gov/legal/maj-ord-reg/land-docs/ceii-rule.asp).   

 

SA2-7 See the responses to comments FA3-5 and FA4-1.  Section 1.2.1 of the EIS 
describes the purpose and role of the FERC in evaluating applications for 

authorization to construct and operate interstate natural gas pipeline facilities. 

 

SA2-8 Algonquin must comply with the DOT's regulations regarding pipeline design 

and operation.  The “ultimate capacity” that Mr. Vaughey requested is 
dependent on several factors, including location and maximum allowable 

operating pressure (MAOP).  The class, as defined by DOT, limits the pressure 

of pipelines based on population density.  A pipeline company is not required to 

operate up to, and may operate below, the MAOP of the pipeline.  The 

engineering design for the AIM Project is detailed in Algonquin’s application.  

Commission staff reviews and analyzes the engineering data and hydraulic flow 
models to ensure that the project is properly designed to meet the Project’s 

objectives. 

 

SA2-9 See the response to comment SA2-8. 

SA2-10 See the responses to comments FA3-5, FA4-1, FA6-5, and SA1-12.  The schedule 
for this Project has not been accelerated.  The Project was in our pre-filing process 

for 8 months instead of our standard 6 months.  The comment period was 

consistent with other draft EIS comment periods the Commission has issued for 
natural gas pipeline projects.  Further, Commission staff ensured adequate time 

was allotted to acquire additional information and perform the additional reviews 

needed to complete the document.  This resulted in a revised Notice of Schedule 
for the Project, with an issuance date of the final EIS 5 weeks later than originally 

identified. 

 

  



 

 SA-8 State Agencies 

SA2 – New York Assemblywoman Sandra Galef (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 

 SA-9 State Agencies 

SA2 – New York Assemblywoman Sandra Galef (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 

 SA-10 State Agencies 

SA3 – New York Assemblyman Steve Otis 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

SA3-1 See the response to comment FA4-1. 

 

SA3-2 See the response to comment FA6-5. 

 

SA3-3 See the response to comment FA4-1. 

 

SA3-4 See the responses to comments FA4-1 and FA4-25. 

 

SA3-5 See the response to comment SA1-5. 

 

SA3-6 See the response to comment SA1-6. 

 

SA3-7 See the responses to comments FA4-1 and SA1-7. 

 

SA3-8 See the responses to comments FA4-1 and SA1-8. 

 

SA3-9 See the responses to comments FA4-1 and SA1-9. 

 

SA3-10 See the responses to comment letters LA1, LA2, LA4, LA5, LA8, LA9, LA22, 

LA31, and LA32. 

 

  



 

 SA-11 State Agencies 

SA3 – New York Assemblyman Steve Otis (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

SA3-11 See the responses to comments FA3-5 and FA6-5. 

 

SA3-12 See the responses to comments FA4-1 and FA6-5.  We believe the analysis in the 
draft EIS and the revised analysis in the final EIS are appropriate and does not 

warrant the need for a supplemental draft EIS. 

 

  



 

 SA-12 State Agencies 

SA4 – New York Assemblyman David Buchwald 

 

 

SA4-1 The proposed expansions of the Stony Point and Southeast Compressor Stations 
would be completed in compliance with state and federal air permitting 

requirements and emission standards, as summarized in section 4.11.1.2 of the 

EIS.  As presented in tables 4.11.1-7 and 4.11.1-8 of the EIS, the modifications 
to these two compressor stations would, in some cases, result in lower overall 

station emissions.  Additionally, as presented in air permit application filings 

for these two stations summarized in table 4.11.1-14 of the EIS, the operating 
emissions from these two stations would not result in any exceedances of 

national ambient air quality standards (NAAQS), which are designed to protect 

public health. 

SA4-2 See the response to comment FA4-25.  As noted in section 4.1.5.1 of the EIS, 

specific-site conditions, including earthquakes, are considered in the design of 

the pipeline.  The recorded magnitude of earthquakes in the Project area is 
relatively low and the ground vibration would not pose a problem for a modern 

welded-steel pipeline. 

SA4-3 Planned venting of gas (blowdowns) are typically done in connection with 

scheduled maintenance activity at a compressor station.  Unplanned 

blowdowns, which seldom occur, may be automatically triggered by the 
pipeline system controls when an abnormal event is detected, which is a 

necessary safety feature of the system.  Algonquin does provide advance 

notifications of planned blowdowns to local police and other emergency 
responders.  The same local entities are notified after the fact of unplanned 

blowdowns.  These notifications enable local authorities to answer any 

questions they may receive from nearby residents who may hear the 

blowdowns.  This practice is consistent with other pipeline companies operating 

in residential areas.  Operation of the pipeline and compression facilities, 

including blowdowns, must be performed in accordance with DOT regulations.  
As identified in section 4.12.1 of the EIS, DOT's regulations require, and 

Algonquin currently has in place, an Emergency Plan, which includes 

notification and emergency response procedures.  

SA4-4 Radon's properties, potential concentration in natural gas, and health risks are 

discussed in section 4.11.1.3 of the EIS.  The text of this section has been 

revised to acknowledge the byproducts of radium decay.  The half-lives of the 
radioactive decay products are relatively short and that, over time, these 

products would decay to non-radioactive lead.  As a result, only a limited 

amount of radioactive decay material would be in the pipeline at any given time 
because any material that is within the pipeline for a prolonged period would 

become non-radioactive.  In addition, Algonquin would clean the pipeline to be 

removed prior to its reuse for another other purpose.  Algonquin also conducts 
annual inspections and regular cleaning of its operational pipelines.  Any 

liquids or solids removed during these cleanings would be collected and treated 

as hazardous material that would be disposed of at a licensed facility in 
accordance with federal, state, and local regulations.  These measures would 

minimize the risk that any radioactive solids would be released to the 

environment. 

  



 

 SA-13 State Agencies 

SA4 – New York Assemblyman David Buchwald (cont’d) 

 

 

 

SA4-5 It is not uncommon for large-diameter, high-pressure pipelines to be located 

in densely populated urban environments and in proximity to high-

rise/high-density buildings, as well as schools and hospitals.  Section 4.12.1 
of the EIS discusses how DOT's Pipeline and Hazardous Materials Safety 

Administration (PHMSA) pipeline safety standards apply to specific 

segments of the AIM Project, including a summary of the higher safety 
standards applicable to HCAs, such as residential neighborhoods and 

schools.   

SA4-6 Comment noted.  Sections 4.3.2.6 and 4.4.3 of the EIS discuss potential 
impacts and mitigation measures for surface waters and wetlands.   

SA4-7 The potential effects of the Project on public service infrastructure, public 

utilities and related infrastructure, and emergency response are discussed in 
sections 4.9.3, 4.9.4, and 4.12.1 of the EIS, respectively. 

SA4-8 Comment noted. 

SA4-9 Section 4.11.1.1 of the EIS provides the air quality attainment status of all 
areas in which Project activities would be completed, and section 4.11.1.2 

provides ambient air quality concentrations in the vicinity of the proposed 

compressor station modifications obtained from monitoring stations 
operated by independent agencies.  Algonquin completed air quality 

modeling using models developed by the EPA to assess potential future air 

quality impacts that we independently reviewed.  The impacts of the 

emissions from the modified compressor stations, when combined with 

existing background emission levels, would not result in any exceedances of 

NAAQS, which are designed to protect public health and welfare.    

SA4-10 We disagree.  As indicated in section 4.11.1.3 of the EIS, the Project would 

result in continued compliance with the NAAQS, which were establish by 

the EPA to be protective of human health, including children, the elderly, 
and sensitive populations.  The NAAQS criteria pollutants are implemented 

and enforced by the states in which the Project facilities would be 

constructed and operated.  The EPA has also established standards for HAP 
emissions for specific source categories under the Clean Air Act.  The 

Project's facilities would be designed, constructed, and operated in 

compliance with these applicable standards and regulations.  In addition, 
per the guidance in NYSDEC's Policy DAR-1, Algonquin conducted a 

screening analysis and provided the results in its air permit application.  

This analysis showed that the model-predicted output concentrations from 
the two compressor stations located in New York are below New York's 

health effect-based annual and short-term (1 hour) guideline concentrations  

that were established for the purpose of protecting public health.  We have 
also found that the risk of exposure to radon is not significant and section 

4.12 of the EIS provides a full analysis of potential impacts on public safety 
and the measures to reduce those risks. 

 



 

 SA-14 State Agencies 

SA4 – New York Assemblyman David Buchwald (cont’d) 

 

 

 

SA4-11 Section 3.4.6 of the EIS evaluates the use of electric-driven compressors and 

concludes that their use would not be preferable to or provide a significant 

environmental advantage over Algonquin's proposed gas-fired turbines.  Algonquin 
has not proposed to install any gas dehydrators as part of the Project.  Blowdowns 

of natural gas from the pipeline and compressor or meter stations are infrequent, 

but are a necessary component in the safe operation and maintenance of any natural 
gas pipeline system.  See also the response to comment SA4-3. 

 

The proposed modifications to the Stony Point Compressor Station would trigger 
Prevention of Significant Deterioration (PSD) review for GHG emissions only.  

Algonquin completed a Best Available Control Technology (BACT) analysis, to 

demonstrate that the GHG emissions associated with the proposed modifications to 
the Stony Point Compressor Station would comply with BACT standards as 

defined by the NYSDEC and the EPA.  A copy of the BACT analysis is included 

in the Air Permit Application prepared for the Stony Point Compressor Station 
modifications dated June 2014.  For further details regarding Algonquin's current 

practices related to minimizing methane emissions, see the response to comment 

FA4-23.   

SA4-12 See the response to comment FA4-25. 

  



 

 SA-15 State Agencies 

SA4 – New York Assemblyman David Buchwald (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

SA4-13 Comment noted. 

 

SA4-14 We note that the Commission has jurisdiction for federal projects regarding the 

authorization of siting interstate natural gas facilities under the federal Natural Gas 
Act (NGA).  As stated in section 4.8.5.1, the decision whether to seek legislative 

parkland alienation would be made by the relevant local park management 

agencies.  However, if the Project is approved by the Commission, the alienation 
process could not prohibit or unreasonably delay its construction.  

 

SA4-15 The Project is not subject to New York's State Environmental Quality Review Act 

(SEQRA) because it is subject to the NGA and, therefore, is reviewed under the 

National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA).  Federal and state courts have held 
that the NGA preempts the environmental review under SEQRA.  However, the 

Project would be subject to all permit conditions and mitigation measures that 

would be required by NYSDEC for wetlands, stream crossings, and stormwater 
runoff, by the USACE for wetlands and the crossing of the Hudson River, and by 

the New York City Department of Environmental Protection (NYCDEP) for 

erosion control and stormwater runoff within the New York City watershed. 

 

SA4-16 Section 2.5 of the EIS describes the environmental inspection that would be 

conducted during construction of the Project, including a Third-party 

Environmental Compliance Monitoring Program managed by the FERC staff. 

 

SA4-17 Comment noted. 

 

  



 

 SA-16 State Agencies 

SA5 – New York Assemblywoman Sandra Galef 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

SA5-1 See the response to comment FA4-1. 

 

 

 

SA5-2 See the response to comment FA6-5. 

 

 

 

SA5-3 See the response to comment FA4-1. 

 

 

 

SA5-4 See the responses to comments FA4-1 and FA4-25. 

 

SA5-5 See the response to comment SA1-5. 

 

SA5-6 See the response to comment SA1-6. 

 

  



 

 SA-17 State Agencies 

SA5 – New York Assemblywoman Sandra Galef (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

SA5-7 See the responses to comments FA4-1 and SA1-7. 

 

SA5-8 See the responses to comments FA4-1 and SA1-8. 

 

SA5-9 See the responses to comments FA4-1 and SA1-9. 

 

SA5-10 See the responses to comment letters LA1, LA2, LA4, LA5, LA8, LA9, LA22, 

LA31, and LA32. 

 

SA5-11 See the responses to comments FA3-5 and FA6-5. 

 

SA5-12 See the responses to comments FA4-1 and FA6-5.  We believe the analysis in the 

draft EIS and the revised analysis in the final EIS are appropriate and does not 

warrant the need for a supplemental draft EIS. 

 

  



 

 SA-18 State Agencies 

SA6 – New York Assemblywoman Shelley B. Mayer 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

SA6-1 See the response to comment FA4-1. 

 

SA6-2 See the response to comment FA6-5. 

 

 

 

SA6-3 See the response to comment FA4-1. 

 

 

 

SA6-4 See the responses to comments FA4-1 and FA4-25. 

 

SA6-5 See the response to comment SA1-5. 

 

  



 

 SA-19 State Agencies 

SA6 – New York Assemblywoman Shelley B. Mayer (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

SA6-6 See the response to comment SA1-6. 

 

SA6-7 See the responses to comments FA4-1 and SA1-7. 

 

SA6-8 See the responses to comments FA4-1 and SA1-8. 

 

SA6-9 See the responses to comments FA4-1 and SA1-9. 

 

SA6-10 See the responses to comment letters LA1, LA2, LA4, LA5, LA8, LA9, LA22, 

LA31, and LA32. 

 

SA6-11 See the responses to comments FA3-5 and FA6-5. 

 

SA6-12 See the responses to comments FA4-1 and FA6-5.  We believe the analysis in the 
draft EIS and the revised analysis in the final EIS are appropriate and does not 

warrant the need for a supplemental draft EIS. 

 

  



 

 SA-20 State Agencies 

SA7 – New York Assemblywoman Amy Paulin 

 

 

SA7-1 See the responses to comments FA4-25 and SA4-10. 

SA7-2 Comment noted.  Section 5.2 of the EIS has been revised to reflect the fact that the 

information requested prior to the end of draft EIS comment period has now been provided 
by Algonquin and incorporated into the analysis within the final EIS.  We are recommending 

that the remaining mitigation measures of the final EIS be attached as conditions to any 

authorization issued by the Commission.   

SA7-3 See the response to comment SA4-15. 

SA7-4 See the response to comment FA4-25.  With respect to the high voltage power lines 

mentioned, section 4.12.3 of the EIS discusses safety concerns associated with placement of 
natural gas pipelines next to transmission lines.  In addition, sections 4.8.3.2 and 4.12.3 of 

the EIS have been revised to reflect the current status of West Point Partners (WPP) West 

Point Energy Transmission Project as it relates to the proposed AIM Project.  A properly 
designed natural gas pipeline and electric transmission line running parallel to each other, 

even at close distances, would not result in any cumulative operational or public safety 

hazards.  WPP's transmission line, which is a self-contained, buried cable system with 
associated automatic monitoring and near-instantaneous protection systems, would avoid any 

operational impacts with the proposed pipeline.  The WPP line would also employ a metallic 

ground sheath so that possible electrical arcing or faults would be self-contained.  Algonquin 
would also construct the pipeline to avoid interference based on the results of its alternating 

current/direct current (AC/DC) interference study, as discussed in section 4.12.3 of the EIS.   

SA7-5 Section 4.9.5 of the EIS includes a discussion of measures proposed to minimize traffic 

impacts on communities potentially affected by the Project.  In response to the FERC staff's 

recommendation in the EIS, Algonquin provided a Fugitive Dust Control Plan that identifies 

measures that would be implemented to minimize fugitive dust emissions from construction 
activities.  Section 4.11.1.3 of the EIS has been updated to describe the dust control 

measures proposed by Algonquin.  Additionally, Algonquin developed site-specific 

mitigation measures for construction activities that would occur in proximity to St. Patrick's 
Church and the Buchanan-Verplanck Elementary School.  Section 4.8.5.1 of the EIS has 

been updated to further describe the mitigation measures that would be implemented to 

minimize impacts on these two gathering places.  See also the responses to comments SA1-8 
and SA1-9. 

SA7-6 See the responses to comments SA4-10 and SA4-16. 

SA7-7 Section 5.2 of the EIS includes several recommendations that enable FERC staff to ensure 
compliance with all of its mitigation measures.  This includes the recommendations for an 

implementation plan prior to construction that identifies how Algonquin would implement 

the construction procedures and mitigation measures (recommendation number 6), for 
Algonquin to follow its construction procedures and mitigation measures as authorized 

(recommendation number 1), and for the Director of Office of Energy Projects o have 

delegated authority to take whatever steps are necessary to ensure the protection of the 
environment during construction and operation, including stop-work authority 

(recommendation number 2).  See also the response to comment SA4-16. 

  



 

 SA-21 State Agencies 

SA8 – New York Senator George Latimer 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

SA8-1 See the response to comment FA4-1. 

 

 

 

SA8-2 See the response to comment FA6-5. 

 

 

 

 

SA8-3 See the response to comment FA4-1. 

 

  



 

 SA-22 State Agencies 

SA8 – New York Senator George Latimer (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

SA8-4 See the responses to comments FA4-1 and FA4-25. 

 

SA8-5 See the response to comment SA1-5. 

 

SA8-6 See the response to comment SA1-6. 

 

SA8-7 See the responses to comments FA4-1 and SA1-7. 

 

SA8-8 See the responses to comments FA4-1 and SA1-8. 

 

SA8-9 See the responses to comments FA4-1 and SA1-9. 

 

SA8-10 See the responses to comment letters LA1, LA2, LA4, LA5, LA8, LA9, LA22, 

LA31, and LA32. 

 

SA8-11 See the responses to comments FA3-5 and FA6-5. 

 

SA8-12 See the responses to comments FA4-1 and FA6-5.  We believe the analysis in 

the draft EIS and the revised analysis in the final EIS are appropriate and does 
not warrant the need for a supplemental draft EIS. 

 

  



 

 SA-23 State Agencies 

SA9 – New York Senator Andrea Stewart-Cousins 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

SA9-1 See the response to comment FA4-1. 

 

 

 

 

SA9-2 See the response to comment FA6-5. 

 

 

 

 

SA9-3 See the response to comment FA4-1. 

 

 

SA9-4 See the responses to comments FA4-1 and FA4-25. 

 

SA9-5 See the response to comment SA1-5. 

 

SA9-6 See the response to comment SA1-6. 

 

  



 

 SA-24 State Agencies 

SA9 – New York Senator Andrea Stewart-Cousins (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

SA9-7 See the responses to comments FA4-1 and SA1-7. 

 

SA9-8 See the responses to comments FA4-1 and SA1-8. 

 

SA9-9 See the responses to comments FA4-1 and SA1-9. 

 

SA9-10 See the responses to comment letters LA1, LA2, LA4, LA5, LA8, LA9, LA22, 

LA31, and LA32. 

 

SA9-11 See the responses to comments FA3-5 and FA6-5. 

 

SA9-12 See the responses to comments FA4-1 and FA6-5.  We believe the analysis in the 

draft EIS and the revised analysis in the final EIS are appropriate and does not 

warrant the need for a supplemental draft EIS. 

 

  



 

 SA-25 State Agencies 

SA10 – Connecticut Department of Energy and Environmental 

Protection 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

SA10-1 Comment noted. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

SA10-2 Comment noted. 

 

  



 

 SA-26 State Agencies 

SA10 – Connecticut Department of Energy and Environmental 

Protection (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

SA10-3 Table 2.1.2-1 of the EIS has been updated to reflect that no restaging would be 

performed at the Chaplin Compressor Station. 

 

 

SA10-4 Comment noted. 

 

SA10-5 Section 4.11.1.2 of the EIS has been updated to discuss Algonquin's need to 
submit an additional application to modify the Title V permits for the Cromwell 

and Chaplin Compressor Stations once state permits have been issued. 

 

SA10-6 Section 4.7.5.2 of the EIS has been revised to include reference of CTDEEP 

concurrence that Algonquin's proposed measures for avoiding impacts on the 
climbing fern are acceptable.  

 

SA10-7 Comment noted. 

 

SA10-8 Section 4.7.5.2 of the EIS has been revised to include CTDEEP's identification 
of the occurrence of the field paspalum, CTDEEP's recommendation for 

protective fencing and signage to avoid impacts on this species, and 

Algonquin's agreement to implement CTDEEP recommendations. 

 

  



 

 SA-27 State Agencies 

SA10 – Connecticut Department of Energy and Environmental 

Protection (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

SA10-9 Section 4.7.5.2 of the EIS has been revised to include the information provided 

by CTDEEP for the ground beetle, pine barrens tiger beetle, Jefferson 

salamander, eastern box turtle, and eastern hognose snake.  This section of the 
EIS has also been revised to include reference to Algonquin's agreement to 

implement the avoidance and minimization measures recommended by the 

CTDEEP for these species. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

SA10-10 Comment noted.  As stated in section 4.3.2.6 of the EIS, Algonquin would file a 

schedule identifying when blasting would occur within each waterbody greater 

than 10 feet wide and within any designated coldwater fishery.  This schedule 
would be made available to applicable agencies. 

 

  



 

 SA-28 State Agencies 

SA10 – Connecticut Department of Energy and Environmental 

Protection (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

SA10-11 Comment noted.  As stated in the FERC Procedures, "unless expressly 

permitted or further restricted by the appropriate federal or state agency in 

writing on a site-specific basis, instream work, except that required to install or 
remove equipment, must occur during the following time window: coldwater 

fisheries - June 1 through September 30."  Algonquin must comply with in-

water construction work windows as identified in the Procedures or as indicated 
in applicable permits. 

SA10-12 See the response to comment FA3-5. 

SA10-13 Comment noted.  The text in the appropriate sections of the EIS has been 
revised.  

SA10-14 As noted in table 4.3.2-4, the majority of water used for hydrostatic testing 

would be obtained from a municipal water source; however, a portion would be 
obtained from Old Verplanck Quarry Lake.  The text in section 4.6.2.1 on 

hydrostatic test water has been updated to state "intake hoses from non-

municipal water sources would be fitted with intake screens..." 

SA10-15 Comment noted.  The text in section 3.2.2 of the EIS has been revised. 

 

  



 

 SA-29 State Agencies 

SA10 – Connecticut Department of Energy and Environmental 

Protection (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 

 SA-30 State Agencies 

SA11 – New York State Department of Environmental 

Conservation 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

SA11-1 See the responses to comments FA4-1, FA6-5, and SA1-12. 

 

  



 

 SA-31 State Agencies 

SA11 – New York State Department of Environmental 

Conservation (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

SA11-2 See the response to comment FA4-1. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

SA11-3 See the responses to comments FA4-1, FA6-5, and SA1-12. 

 

 

 

 

SA11-4 See the response to comment SA1-7.  The draft EIS included a conservative 
estimate of air emissions associated with equipment at the modified or new M&R 

stations based on potential equipment.  Section 4.11 of the EIS has been updated to 

reflect the most current design information and permitting requirements.   

 

SA11-5 Section 3.5.1.1 of the EIS has been expanded to include additional information 
about the need to maintain all three existing pipelines across the Hudson River.  

 

  



 

 SA-32 State Agencies 

SA11 – New York State Department of Environmental 

Conservation (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

SA11-6 As stated in section 4.3.2.3 of the EIS, "if an HDD in its proposed location proves 
unsuccessful, Algonquin would be required to identify a new location for the 

crossing or new methodology, and request approval for the new location or 

methodology with all applicable agencies."  In the event of an unsuccessful HDD, 
we are recommending that Algonquin file a site-specific plan for review and 

approval concurrent with its application to the USACE and other applicable 

agencies (see section 4.3.2.3 of the EIS). 

 

SA11-7 As stated in section 4.1.5 of the EIS, “Seismic risk can be quantified by the 

motions experienced by the ground surface or structures during a given earthquake, 
expressed in terms of gravity.  For reference, peak ground acceleration (PGA) of 

10 percent of gravity is generally considered the minimum threshold for damage to 
older structures or structures not made resistant to earthquakes.”  The section then 

goes on to provide the seismic risk present along the Project pipeline segments as a 

PGA with a 2 percent incidence per 50 years and a PGA with a 10 percent 
incidence per 50 years.  Site specific conditions, including earthquakes, are 

considered in the design of the pipeline.  See also the response to comment SA4-2. 

 

SA11-8 See the response to comment SA1-5. 

 

SA11-9 Section 4.3.2.1 of the EIS has been revised to include the latest information on the 

Catskill Aqueduct crossing.  

 

SA11-10 Section 4.3.2.6 of the EIS has been revised to include the additional measures 

Algonquin has proposed in response to NYSDEC's comments and our 
recommendation in the draft EIS. 

 

SA11-11 See the response to comment FA3-3. 

 

SA11-12 This issue is beyond the scope of FERC's NEPA review.  The use of eminent domain 

is discussed in section 4.8.2 of the EIS.  

 

  



 

 SA-33 State Agencies 

SA11 – New York State Department of Environmental 

Conservation (cont’d) 

 

 

 
SA11-13 Comment noted.  Algonquin sent the Indiana Bat survey results, including the proposed 

avoidance/minimization measures for the species, to Lisa Masi at the NYSDEC on September 2, 

2014 for review and comment.  Sections 4.7.1 and 4.7.1.2 of the EIS have been revised to include 
the results of the Indiana bat surveys and the results of consultations with the FWS.  Any 

additional avoidance or minimization measures required by the NYSDEC would be addressed 

during the NYSDEC permitting process. 
SA11-14 Comment noted.  See the response to comment FA4-26.  Algonquin consulted with the NYSDEC 

New York Natural Heritage Program regarding the documented occurrences of state protected 

species, continues to coordinate with the NYSDEC regarding the proposed facilities with regards 
to protected species, and has consulted with the FWS with regards to migratory birds.  Any 

additional avoidance or minimization measures required by the NYSDEC would be addressed 

through consultation with the NYSDEC and during the NYSDEC permitting process for the 
Project. 

SA11-15 Comment noted.  Algonquin sent the bald eagle survey results to Lisa Masi at the NYSDEC on 

September 2, 2014 for review and comment.  Section 4.7.3 of the EIS has been revised to include 
the results of consultations with the FWS regarding bald eagles.  Any additional avoidance or 

minimization measures required by the NYSDEC for bald eagles would be addressed during the 

NYSDEC permitting process. 
SA11-16 Comment noted.  Algonquin sent the timber rattlesnake habitat assessment survey results to Lisa 

Masi at the NYSDEC on July 28, 2014 for review and comment.  Section 4.7.5.1 of the EIS has 

been revised to present the results of the habitat assessment surveys for the timber rattlesnake.  
Any necessary permits and additional avoidance or minimization measures required by the 

NYSDEC for the timber rattlesnake would be addressed through consultation with the NYSDEC 

and during the NYSDEC permitting process. 
SA11-17 Section 4.8.1.2 accurately states that, with the use of the HDD method, no construction right-of-

way would be required within the Hudson River.  Only the nominal 10-foot-wide permanent 

right-of-way would exist across the river during operation.  Algonquin would seek an easement 
for the use of lands underwater from the New York State Office of General Services (see table 

1.3-1 of the EIS). 

SA11-18 We disagree.  The minimum filing requirements for an application with the Commission includes 
describing the typical mitigation measures for each residence that is within 50 feet of the edge of 

the construction work area as well as any proposed residence-specific mitigation.  We find that 

the residential site-specific plans for residences within 50 feet (see appendix H of the EIS) are 
sufficient to ensure that potential impacts on residences are minimized.  However, general 

measures to minimize construction-related impacts would also be implemented in residential areas 

(not solely residences within 50 feet of the construction right-of-way), including a traffic 
management plan, fugitive dust control plan, and restoration measures specific to residential 

property.   
SA11-19 Table 4.8.3-1 in the EIS provides the most current information available to the FERC regarding 

these projects.  The FERC has determined this information is sufficient for it to complete the final 

EIS for the AIM Project. 
SA11-20 See the response to comment SA1-6. 

SA11-21 Temporary and permanent impacts on each of the identified areas is provided in appendix P to the 

EIS.  See also the responses to comments SA1-8, SA1-9, SA4-14, CO3-8, and CO14-28. 

 

  



 

 SA-34 State Agencies 

SA11 – New York State Department of Environmental 

Conservation (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

SA11-22 The FERC will continue to consult with the New York State Historic 

Preservation Office (SHPO) regarding compliance with section 106 of the 

National Historic Preservation Act, including review and comment on all 
remaining cultural resource surveys, evaluation reports, and if necessary, 

treatment plans. 

 

SA11-23 See the response to comment SA11-4. 

 

SA11-24 See the response to comment SA7-5. 

 

SA11-25 See the response to comments FA3-5.   

 

 

SA11-26 See the responses to comments FA4-1, FA6-5, and SA4-15. 

 

  



 

 SA-35 State Agencies 

SA12 – New York Public Service Commission 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 

 SA-36 State Agencies 

SA12 – New York Public Service Commission (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 

 SA-37 State Agencies 

SA12 – New York Public Service Commission (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 

 SA-38 State Agencies 

SA12 – New York Public Service Commission (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

SA12-1 Comment noted. 

 

  



 

 SA-39 State Agencies 

SA12 – New York Public Service Commission (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

SA12-2 In September 2014, WPP proposed an alternative location for the electric 

transmission line.  The EIS has been updated to reflect the current alignment of 
the WPP Project in relation to the AIM Project and to address any cumulative 

or safety impacts.  

 

  



 

 SA-40 State Agencies 

SA12 – New York Public Service Commission (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 

 SA-41 State Agencies 

SA12 – New York Public Service Commission (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 

 SA-42 State Agencies 

SA13 – Massachusetts Energy Facilities Siting Board 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 

 SA-43 State Agencies 

SA13 – Massachusetts Energy Facilities Siting Board (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 

 SA-44 State Agencies 

SA13 – Massachusetts Energy Facilities Siting Board (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

SA13-1 Subsequent to the draft EIS, Algonquin proposed a route variation and other 
modifications in the vicinity of Legacy Place Properties.  Our evaluation of the 

route variation and other modifications is included in sections 3.5.2.2 and 3.5.3 

of the EIS. 

 

SA13-2 The length of the West Roxbury Lateral was correct at the time the draft EIS 
was published.  Since then, Algonquin has filed minor route changes that have 

been incorporated into the proposed route.  These changes have shortened the 

West Roxbury Lateral and reduced impacts.  The EIS has been revised to reflect 
these changes. 

 

SA13-3 Comment noted.  Several route and workspace changes were filed by 

Algonquin on September 19 and 29, 2014.  This information was posted on the 

FERC's eLibrary website shortly thereafter.  Our analysis of the proposed 
changes, including maps of the route variations, is included in sections 3.5.2 

and 3.5.3 of the EIS.  

 

  



 

 SA-45 State Agencies 

SA13 – Massachusetts Energy Facilities Siting Board (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

SA13-4 Comment noted.  Section 4.9.5.2 of the EIS has been updated to reflect 

Algonquin's continued coordination with local municipalities, stakeholders (i.e., 

Legacy Place Properties and National Amusements), and the Massachusetts 
Department of Transportation (MassDOT) as well as our additional 

recommendation regarding the timing of construction along the proposed West 

Roxbury Lateral (see recommended condition in section 5.2 of the EIS). 

 

 

 

 

SA13-5 The route and design changes proposed by Algonquin in the vicinity of 

Gonzalez Field are evaluated in section 3.5.2 of the EIS.  PHMSA is the 
regulatory authority mandated to develop pipeline safety standards to ensure the 

safe transportation of natural gas.  The Project would be constructed in 

compliance with PHMSA's regulations.  Also, see response to comment FA6-3. 

 

  



 

 SA-46 State Agencies 

SA13 – Massachusetts Energy Facilities Siting Board (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

SA13-6 See the response to comment SA11-18.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

SA13-7 Section 4.12 of the EIS identifies that PHMSA is the regulatory authority mandated 

to develop pipeline safety standards to ensure the safe transportation of natural gas.  

PHMSA's regulations include setting the maximum allowable operating pressure, 
the distance of valve spacing based on class location, requirements for inspections 

of welds, burial depths within streets, and determination of a potential impact 
radius.  The Project would be constructed, operated, and maintained in compliance 

with PHMSA's regulations.  

 

SA13-8 See the response to comment FA6-1. 

 

  



 

 SA-47 State Agencies 

SA13 – Massachusetts Energy Facilities Siting Board (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

SA13-9 Section 4.13 of the EIS has been revised to address the potential future plans of 

the quarry. 

 

SA13-10 Section 4.13 of the EIS has been revised to include additional information on the 

status of the quarry.  Section 3.6.2.3 includes an analysis of alternatives sites 
evaluated for the West Roxbury M&R Station.   

 

SA13-11 Algonquin stated it has discussed the anticipated schedule and logistics 
associated with constructing the West Roxbury Lateral and M&R station with 

the owners of the quarry and has committed to continuing to consult with the 

quarry.  Algonquin's geotechnical investigation, which included an analysis of 
blasting as well as ground vibrations, air vibrations, hydrogeological 

disturbance, and projectiles, was conducted with information from various 

sources, including the owners of the quarry.  In addition, since the draft EIS was 
issued, Algonquin has hosted and/or attended 13 meetings with various 

agencies, landowner groups, stakeholders, and/or the public in Massachusetts 

(see section 1.4 of the EIS, which has been revised). 

 

SA13-12 We recognize that the new act could impose restrictions on the West Roxbury 
Crushed Stone operations.  However, the act does not differentiate between 

natural gas transmission and distribution lines.  As noted by the Massachusetts 

Energy Facility Siting Board in its comments, there is already an existing 
natural gas distribution pipeline located within the road right-of-way between 

the proposed pipeline/M&R station and the quarry, within 500 feet of the 

quarry.  The AIM Project facilities (pipeline and M&R station) would be 
located further than the existing pipeline.  Therefore, the new act appears to 

have created an issue for the quarry operations regardless of the AIM Project 

and the AIM facilities would not be the cause of any new restrictions on 

operation of the quarry or increased or changed restrictions on the quarry.  The 

act also allows for the quarry to seek approval of blasting activities within 500 
feet with written approval by the department of public utilities.  Section 4.1.4 of 

the EIS has been revised to include this information.  See also the response to 

comment FA6-1. 

 

  



 

 SA-48 State Agencies 

SA13 – Massachusetts Energy Facilities Siting Board (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

SA13-13 Although we believe maintaining a wooded buffer around the M&R station would 

provide a substantive visual screening, we are recommending that Algonquin 

provide a landscaping plan for additional mitigation of visual impacts at the West 
Roxbury M&R Station for our review and approval before construction of the station 

may begin.  Sections 4.8.7.2 and 5.2 of the EIS have been revised to include this 

recommendation (see recommended condition in section 5.2 of the EIS). 

 

  



 

 SA-49 State Agencies 

SA13 – Massachusetts Energy Facilities Siting Board (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

SA13-14 See the response to comment FA6-5. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

SA13-15 Councilor Wu submitted a separate letter with her comments, which has been 

coded as LA14.  Therefore, see the responses to LA14-1 through LA14-6. 

 

SA13-16 A representative of Mayor Walsh's provided comments at the Dedham 

comment meeting (see PM1-41 and PM1-42). 

 

SA13-17 See the response to comment FA6-5. 

 

SA13-18 Matthew O'Malley provided comments at the Dedham comment meeting (see PM1-
64 through PM1-66).  See also the response to comment FA6-5. 

 

  



 

 SA-50 State Agencies 

SA13 – Massachusetts Energy Facilities Siting Board (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

SA13-19 Edward Coppinger provided comments at the Dedham comment meeting (see PM1-

67 through PM1-69).  See also the response to comment FA6-5. 

 

 

 

 

SA13-20 See the response to comment FA6-5. 

 

 

 

 

SA13-21 Comment noted. 

 

 

  



 

 SA-51 State Agencies 

SA14 – New York State Office of the Attorney General 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 

 SA-52 State Agencies 

SA14 – New York State Office of the Attorney General (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 

 SA-53 State Agencies 

SA14 – New York State Office of the Attorney General (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

SA14-1 Algonquin will be revising the Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP), 
which would then be formally filed with the NYSDEC, NYCDEP, and New 

York State Attorney General.  Some of the details mentioned in this letter 

would not be known until later in the Project process, and, therefore would not 
be identified in the SWPPP at this time.   

 

SA14-2 See the response to comment FA4-23. 

 

SA14-3 We disagree.  See the response to comment FA4-25.   

 

  



 

 SA-54 State Agencies 

SA14 – New York State Office of the Attorney General (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 

 SA-55 State Agencies 

SA14 – New York State Office of the Attorney General (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 

 SA-56 State Agencies 

SA14 – New York State Office of the Attorney General (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 

 SA-57 State Agencies 

SA14 – New York State Office of the Attorney General (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

SA14-4 See the response to comment SA14-1. 

 

  



 

 SA-58 State Agencies 

SA14 – New York State Office of the Attorney General (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 

 SA-59 State Agencies 

SA14 – New York State Office of the Attorney General (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 

 SA-60 State Agencies 

SA14 – New York State Office of the Attorney General (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

SA14-5 See the response to comment SA14-1. 

 

  



 

 SA-61 State Agencies 

SA14 – New York State Office of the Attorney General (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 

 SA-62 State Agencies 

SA14 – New York State Office of the Attorney General (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

SA14-6 See the response to comment FA4-23. 

 

  



 

 SA-63 State Agencies 

SA14 – New York State Office of the Attorney General (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

SA14-7 See the response to comment FA4-23.  Section 4.13.7 of the EIS has been 
updated to discuss potential cumulative impacts associated with GHG 

emissions, as well as proposed mitigation measures. 

 

  



 

 SA-64 State Agencies 

SA14 – New York State Office of the Attorney General (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 

 SA-65 State Agencies 

SA14 – New York State Office of the Attorney General (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

SA14-8 See the responses to comments FA4-23 and SA14-7.  We also note that the 
Commission did not require Sabine Pass to utilize or comply with the selection 

of turbines with a better thermal efficiency and reduced carbon dioxide (CO2) 

emissions.  During the state's air permit review process, Sabine Pass was 
required to consider the BACT for reducing CO2 emissions.  The Sabine Pass 

facility design already included the selection of turbines with a better thermal 

efficiency.  Enforcement with this mitigation is through the air permitting 
authority.  The environmental assessment for Sabine Pass identified the 

applicable mitigation technology that was proposed to be implemented.  The 

Stony Point Compressor Station would similarly be subject to PSD air 
permitting and BACT review by the air permitting authority, including 

consideration of turbines with a better thermal efficiency.  

 

 

  



 

 SA-66 State Agencies 

SA14 – New York State Office of the Attorney General (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 

 SA-67 State Agencies 

SA14 – New York State Office of the Attorney General (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 

 SA-68 State Agencies 

SA14 – New York State Office of the Attorney General (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 

 SA-69 State Agencies 

SA14 – New York State Office of the Attorney General (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 

 SA-70 State Agencies 

SA14 – New York State Office of the Attorney General (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

SA14-9 We disagree.  The use of "Indian Point Energy Center" or IPEC is consistent with 

how Entergy, the operator of the facility, has referred to the site in its 
correspondence with FERC.  We have also confirmed with the NRC that use of this 

terminology is correct and appropriate for the purposes of the analysis in the EIS. 

 

  



 

 SA-71 State Agencies 

SA14 – New York State Office of the Attorney General (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

SA14-10 Comment noted.  This statement has been retained in the final EIS. 

 

 

 

 

SA14-11 See the response to comment FA4-25.  The hazards analysis most recently 
conducted was for any new safety hazards associated with the proposed AIM 

Project pipeline.  The existing pipelines have already been reviewed and studied 

on multiple occasions, including as recently as 2008.  See Review of Natural 
Gas Hazards, Indian Point Nuclear Generating Units NOS. 2 and 3 (TAC NOS. 

MB8090 and MB8091) dated April 25, 2003, as well as NRC's response to Mr. 

Paul Blanch dated April 12, 2010 (available online from NRC’s electronic 
ADAMS database, Accession No. ML101020487).  Therefore, the focus on any 

new potential safety issues associated with the proposed route is appropriate.  

The alternative northern route was determined to be technically infeasible and 
not preferable to the proposed southern route.  We disagree with requesting 

Entergy to perform a detailed hazards analysis on an alternate route that has 

already been dismissed and the proposed route poses no additional risk. 

 

  



 

 SA-72 State Agencies 

SA14 – New York State Office of the Attorney General (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 

 SA-73 State Agencies 

SA14 – New York State Office of the Attorney General (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 

 SA-74 State Agencies 

SA14 – New York State Office of the Attorney General (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

SA14-12 Section 4.12.3 of the EIS includes additional discussion about the proximity and 
risk of the proposed pipeline to the IPEC nuclear facilities.  See also the 

response to comment FA4-25.  We did not consider the relocation of all of the 

existing pipelines an alternative to the proposed pipeline.  The relocation of 
these existing pipelines would be an independent action to the AIM Project and, 

therefore, is beyond the scope of the EIS.  Moreover, any relocation of the 

existing pipelines would increase the impacts on the Project area.  

 

 

  



 

 SA-75 State Agencies 

SA14 – New York State Office of the Attorney General (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

SA14-13 See the responses to comments FA4-1 and FA4-25. 

 

  



 

 SA-76 State Agencies 

SA14 – New York State Office of the Attorney General (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 

 SA-77 State Agencies 

SA14 – New York State Office of the Attorney General (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

SA14-14 Algonquin would sequence construction activities to minimize the amount and 

duration of an open right-of-way.  Algonquin would use a separate construction 

crew to work in the 2.3-mile-long portion within the watershed.  Algonquin has 
also committed to an environmental inspection program involving a full-time 

monitor and reporting of construction activities.  Section 4.3.2.1 of the EIS has 

been updated to include this information.  Algonquin would also comply with 
the permit requirements issued by the NYSDEC and NYCDEP, as applicable.  

See also the response to comment SA4-16. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

SA14-15 See the response to comment SA14-1. 

 

  



 

 SA-78 State Agencies 

SA14 – New York State Office of the Attorney General (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

SA14-16 See the response to comment SA14-1. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

SA14-17 See the response to comment SA14-1. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

SA14-18 See the response to comment SA14-1. 

 

  



 

 SA-79 State Agencies 

SA14 – New York State Office of the Attorney General (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

SA14-19 See the response to comment SA14-1. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

SA14-20 See the response to comment SA14-1. 

 

 

 

SA14-21 See the response to comment SA14-1. 

 

 

 

SA14-22 See the response to comment SA14-1. 

 

  



 

 SA-80 State Agencies 

SA14 – New York State Office of the Attorney General (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

SA14-23 See the response to comment SA14-1. 

 

 

 

 

SA14-24 See the response to comment SA14-1. 

 

 

 

 

SA14-25 See the response to comment SA14-1. 

 

 

 

SA14-26 See the response to comment SA14-1. 

 

  



 

 SA-81 State Agencies 

SA14 – New York State Office of the Attorney General (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

SA14-27 See the response to comment SA14-1. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

SA14-28 See the response to comment SA14-1. 

 

  



 

 SA-82 State Agencies 

SA14 – New York State Office of the Attorney General (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

SA14-29 See the response to comment SA14-1. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

SA14-30 See the response to comment SA14-1. 

 

  



 

 SA-83 State Agencies 

SA14 – New York State Office of the Attorney General (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

SA14-31 See the response to comment SA14-1. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

SA14-32 See the response to comment SA14-1. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

SA14-33 Comment noted. 

 

  



 

 SA-84 State Agencies 

SA15 – State of Maine Governor Paul LePage 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

SA15-1 Comment noted. 

 

 

 

SA15-2 Commission staff is conducting the necessary review of this project as 
expeditiously as possible. 

 

  



 

 SA-85 State Agencies 

SA15 – State of Maine Governor Paul LePage (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

SA15-3 Comment noted.  At this time, Spectra has not filed an application for this 

planned project. 

 

 

  



 

 SA-86 State Agencies 

SA15 – State of Maine Governor Paul LePage (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

SA15-4 See response to comment SA15-3. 

 

  



 

 SA-87 State Agencies 

SA16 – New York Public Service Commission 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

SA16-1 Comment noted. 

 

  



 

 SA-88 State Agencies 

SA16 – New York Public Service Commission (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 LA-1 Local Agencies 

LOCAL AGENCIES 

LA1 – Philipstown Town Board 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 LA-2 Local Agencies 

LA1 – Philipstown Town Board (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

LA1-1 See the responses to comments FA4-25, SA4-1, and SA4-9.   

 

LA1-2 See the responses to comments SA4-1 and SA4-9. 

 

 

 

LA1-3 See the response to comment FA4-25. 

 

LA1-4 As discussed in section 4.12.1 of the EIS, Algonquin would not necessarily 

compensate municipalities for any public service assistance that might be 
required to train for or respond to an emergency incident.  However, 

Algonquin has committed, and currently offers, to provide training every 

3 years in all of the municipalities where the proposed Project facilities are to 
be located and, if requested, is available to provide more frequent training or a 

specific class.  In addition, Algonquin would pay ad valorem taxes annually 

over the life of the Project (see section 4.9.8 of the EIS) that may be used to 
offset any such expenses. 

 

LA1-5 See the response to comment LA1-4.  

 

LA1-6 See the response to comment SA4-9.  Further, each of the compressor stations 
proposed to be modified as part of the Project have existing air emission 

permits, as summarized in section 4.11.1.2 of the EIS, which includes 

monitoring, recordkeeping, and requirements to report information to the 
NYSDEC to ensure that stations continue to comply with applicable air 

quality regulations. 

 

  



 LA-3 Local Agencies 

LA1 – Philipstown Town Board (cont’d) 

 

 

 

LA1-7 See the response to comment FA4-23 for additional information regarding 

BACT and mitigation for methane emissions.  As summarized in section 

4.11.1.2 of the EIS, the modifications to the Stony Point and Southeast 
Compressor Stations are currently being evaluated by the NYSDEC.  The 

BACT is only required for sources that would exceed the applicable air 

permitting threshold.  In New York, only the modifications to the Stony Point 
Compressor Station exceed this threshold for GHG, and must consider BACT.  

The NYSDEC air permit program allows for public hearings at the discretion 

of the agency. 

LA1-8 See the response to comment SA4-10. 

LA1-9 See the response to comment LA1-4.  Section 4.12 of the EIS discusses 

emergency training and response.  Company personnel are responsible for the 
pipeline in the event of an emergency.  Local public safety officials (fire, 

police) would be responsible for protecting the public during an emergency 

situation and making the determination of the necessary emergency steps to 
take, notifying or evacuating residents if necessary.  Algonquin's Emergency 

Response Plans provide for training of local emergency responders, and 

related safety liaison work with local communities.  Algonquin currently 
offers to provide training every 3 years in all of the municipalities where the 

proposed Project facilities are to be located, and if requested, is available to 

provide more frequent training or a specific class as needed.  We also note 
that the about 81.5 percent of the pipeline facilities in New York are 

replacement of existing pipeline and therefore, existing emergency supplies 

and equipment would continue to be applicable to the new facilities.  

LA1-10 Algonquin has indicated that they carry insurance commensurate with 

similarly sized corporations and similar types of assets, to appropriately 

respond in the event of a pipeline incident.  The liability and the extent of 
liability for the pipeline owner/operator would be determined by the laws of 

the state in which an event occurs.  There is no accident liability cap for the 

operator of a natural gas pipeline. 

LA1-11 See the responses to comments SA4-1, SA4-9, SA4-10, and LA1-10. 

 

 

  



 LA-4 Local Agencies 

LA1 – Philipstown Town Board (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 LA-5 Local Agencies 

LA2 – Town of Cortlandt 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 LA-6 Local Agencies 

LA2 – Town of Cortlandt (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

LA2-1 See the responses to comments FA4-25, SA4-2, and SA7-4. 

 

LA2-2 The impacts noted, as well as mitigation measures, are discussed throughout 

the EIS. 

 

LA2-3 The impacts on St. Patrick's Church are discussed in section 4.8.5.1 of the 

EIS. 

 

LA2-4 Sections 4.4 and 4.8 of the EIS address impacts on forested areas.   

 

  



 LA-7 Local Agencies 

LA2 – Town of Cortlandt (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

LA2-5 The impacts on residential areas, schools, and parks are discussed in section 
4.8 and 4.12 of the EIS. 

 

LA2-6 The segment of the AIM pipeline that passes nearest the Buchanan Electrical 
Substation (approximate milepost (MP) 5.0) lies within the segment that 

would be subject to the additional design and installation enhancements 

agreed to by Algonquin as part of Entergy's hazards analysis for the IPEC  
(see the response to comment FA4-25).  These measures would also serve to 

increase the margin of safety for the Buchanan Substation.  Section 4.12.3 of 

the EIS has been updated to reflect these design and installation 
enhancements. 

 

LA2-7 The impacts noted, as well as mitigation measures, are discussed throughout 

the EIS. 

 

LA2-8 Alternatives to facility design and siting are discussed in section 3.4 of the 

EIS.  Alternative routes and variations are discussed in section 3.5.  Special 
construction procedures, including alternative crossing methods, are discussed 

in sections 2.3.1.2 and 3.5.4 of the EIS. 

 

LA2-9 See the response to comment FA6-5. 

 

LA2-10 See the responses to comments FA4-25, SA4-5, and SA7-4. 

 

LA2-11 The Project is subject to review under NEPA as well as other federal 

regulations related to air quality, water, threatened and endangered species, 
essential fish habitat, and cultural resources (see section 1.3 of the EIS).  A 

thorough review of the Project has been conducted under NEPA and these 

other federal regulations.  The results of this review are presented in this EIS.  
See also the response to comment SA4-15. 

 

LA2-12 The impacts noted, as well as mitigation measures, are discussed throughout 
the EIS. 

 

  



 LA-8 Local Agencies 

LA3 – Yorktown Councilman Terrence Murphy 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

LA3-1 The public comment meeting originally scheduled for September 11 was 

rescheduled to September 15, 2014. 

 

 

 

 

LA3-2 This EIS was mailed to federal, state, and local government representatives 

and agencies; elected officials; environmental and public interest groups; 
Native American tribes; potentially affected landowners and other interested 

individuals and groups on the environmental mailing list; newspapers and 

libraries in the Project area; and parties to this proceeding to present the 
evaluation of the risks and environmental concerns associated with the 

Project. 

 

  



 LA-9 Local Agencies 

LA3 – Yorktown Councilman Terrence Murphy (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 LA-10 Local Agencies 

LA4 – Westchester County Board of Legislators 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

LA4-1 See the responses to comments SA4-1 and SA4-10. 

 

LA4-2 We disagree.  See the responses to comments SA4-1 and SA4-9. 

 

 

 

 

LA4-3 See the response to comment SA4-3. 

 

LA4-4 See the response to comment FA4-25. 

 

LA4-5 See the response to comment SA4-4. 

 

  



 LA-11 Local Agencies 

LA4 – Westchester County Board of Legislators (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

LA4-6 See the responses to comments SA4-1 and SA4-9.  Information provided by 

Algonquin to the appropriate regulatory authority (e.g., NYSDEC, EPA) for 
the proposed facilities is available for review as part of the public record. 

 

 

LA4-7 See the responses to comments FA4-23, SA4-11, and LA1-7.  Also, as 

summarized in the air permit applications for the Stony Point and Southeast 
Compressor Stations, Algonquin is proposing to replace existing compressors 

at each of the stations with compressors with a lower nitrogen oxides (NOx) 

emission rate.  The NOx potential-to-emit at these two stations would be lower 
after Project implementation than they are currently.   

 

LA4-8 See the response to comment SA4-3. 

 

 

 

LA4-9 See the response to comment SA4-10. 

 

  



 LA-12 Local Agencies 

LA4 – Westchester County Board of Legislators (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

LA4-10 See the response to comment FA4-25. 

 

 

LA4-11 See the responses to comments FA4-25, SA4-5, and SA7-4. 

 

 

LA4-12 See the response to comment SA4-15. 

 

LA4-13 The impacts noted, as well as mitigation measures, are discussed throughout 

the EIS. 

 

  



 LA-13 Local Agencies 

LA4 – Westchester County Board of Legislators (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 LA-14 Local Agencies 

LA4 – Westchester County Board of Legislators (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 LA-15 Local Agencies 

LA5 – Town of Yorktown 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 LA-16 Local Agencies 

LA5 – Town of Yorktown (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

LA5-1 Tables 4.11.1-7 through 4.11.1-11 of the EIS present the combined existing 
and proposed air emissions of each compressor station associated with the 

AIM Project.  Further, section 4.11.1.3 presents all construction and operating 

air emissions for all facilities related to the AIM Project.  See also the 

response to comment FA3-5 regarding the cumulative impacts for the not yet 

proposed Atlantic Bridge Project. 

 

 

 

 

 

LA5-2 Economic impacts associated with the Project, including public utilities and 
related infrastructure and property values, are discussed in sections 4.9.4 and 

4.9.8 of the EIS, respectively.  Road crossing permits would be obtained by 

Algonquin prior to construction.  These permits would dictate the specific 

requirements for the Project including the restoration and repair of areas (e.g., 

roads) after construction.  See also the response to comment LA1-4. 

 

  



 LA-17 Local Agencies 

LA5 – Town of Yorktown (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

LA5-3 See the responses to comments LA1-4 and LA1-10. 

 

LA5-4 See the response to comment SA4-4. 

 

 

 

LA5-5 See the response to comment SA4-3. 

 

LA5-6 See the responses to comments FA4-25 and SA4-2. 

 

 

LA5-7 See the responses to comments LA1-4 and LA1-9. 

 

 

LA5-8 See the responses to comments SA4-1 and SA4-9. 

 

 

 

 

LA5-9 All emissions associated with the Project are evaluated in section 4.11.1.3 of 

the EIS.  FERC staff presumes that the toxic material being referred to by the 
commentor is radon gas (see the response to comment SA4-4). 

 

  



 LA-18 Local Agencies 

LA5 – Town of Yorktown (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

LA5-10 See the responses to comments SA4-1 and SA4-9. 

 

LA5-11 See the responses to comments FA4-23, SA4-11, and LA1-7. 

 

LA5-12 As discussed in section 4.12 of the EIS, PHMSA's regulations specify 

material selection, qualifications, minimum design requirements, and 

protection of the pipeline from internal, external, and atmospheric corrosion.  
Algonquin has committed to design, install, inspect, test, construct, operate, 

replace, and maintain the pipeline facilities to meet or exceed PHMSA's 

safety standards. 

 

LA5-13 See the response to comment LA5-12. 

 

LA5-14 We recognize your opposition to the siting of the launcher/receiver in the 
Town of Yorktown.  However, the Commission has the jurisdiction for 

federal projects regarding the authorization of siting interstate natural gas 

facilities under the NGA. 

 

LA5-15 See the responses to comments FA6-5 and LA1-7. 

 

LA5-16 See the response to comment SA4-3. 

 

LA5-17 See the response to comment SA4-10. 

 

  



 LA-19 Local Agencies 

LA5 – Town of Yorktown (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

LA5-18 Effects on air, water, and soils from all phases of the Project are described in 

sections 4.11, 4.3, and 4.2 of the EIS, respectively.  Pigging of the pipe is a 

maintenance activity.  Section 2.6.1 of the EIS has been revised to include a 
description of these activities.   

 

 

LA5-19 See the response to comment SA4-15. 

 

 

LA5-20 To become a party to the proceeding, a party must request intervenor status.  

Information on how to become an intervenor is provided on the FERC's 
website at:  http://www.ferc.gov/help/how-to/intervene.asp.  

 

LA5-21 See the responses to comments FA4-25 and SA4-2. 

 

LA5-22 See the responses to comments LA1-4 and LA1-9. 

 

LA5-23 See the response to comment LA1-10. 

 

 

LA5-24 See the response to comment LA1-10. 

 

 

LA5-25 Section 4.9.8 of the EIS discusses economic impacts associated with the 
Project, including property values.  The FERC is not aware of any practice by 

mortgage companies to re-categorize properties, nor are we aware of any 

federally insured mortgages being revoked, based on proximity to natural gas 
pipelines.  No mortgage concerns have been identified since the 1950s when 

the existing pipelines were put into service.  

 

  

http://www.ferc.gov/help/how-to/intervene.asp


 LA-20 Local Agencies 

LA5 – Town of Yorktown (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

LA5-26 The impacts noted, as well as mitigation measures, are discussed throughout 
the EIS. 

 

  



 LA-21 Local Agencies 

LA5 – Town of Yorktown (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 LA-22 Local Agencies 

LA6 – Peekskill Councilwoman Kathleen Talbot 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

LA6-1 See the responses to comments LA1-4, LA1-9, and LA1-10. 

 

  



 LA-23 Local Agencies 

LA7 – Cortlandt Councilman Seth Freach 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

LA7-1 Section 3.5.1 of the EIS, which compares the proposed Hudson River 
crossing to an alternative crossing location, has been updated to include the St 

Patrick’s Church and Buchanan-Verplanck Elementary School.  Also see the 

responses to comments SA1-8, SA1-9, and LA7-2. 

 

LA7-2 While we have calculated the Potential Impact Radius (PIR) for all segments 
of the proposed pipeline, we do not consider the number of residences within 

the PIR to be a meaningful criterion for purposes of comparing alternative 

pipeline routes.  As discussed in section 4.12.3 of the EIS, the risk of an 
incident is low at any given location.  In contrast, the number of residences 

within 50 and 100 feet from the pipeline represent a much more important 

basis of comparison, in our experience.  These nearby residences are very 

likely to experience some level of disruption/impact during construction, and 

to a lesser degree operation, of the pipeline.  We find it reasonable that these 

shorter distance criteria based on high-probability impacts should significantly 
outweigh a PIR-based criterion associated with a low-probability occurrence, 

and therefore disagree with the comment recommending a PIR-based criterion 

be used in the alternatives comparison. 

 

LA7-3 See the responses to comments SA1-8, LA7-1, and LA23-19. 

 

LA7-4 See the responses to comments SA1-9 and LA7-1. 

 

LA7-5 See the responses to comments LA7-1 and LA7-2. 

 

  



 LA-24 Local Agencies 

LA7 – Cortlandt Councilman Seth Freach (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

LA7-6 See the responses to comments FA4-25, SA4-2, SA7-4, and CO7-6.  We also 

note that safety impacts that do not exist would not ultimately result in a 

different cumulative impact because of any other infrastructure.  The NRC's 

hazard analysis for the IPEC nuclear facility assumed a rupture in the 
pipeline, regardless of the cause (e.g., other cumulative projects or natural 

causes).   

 

 

 

 

 

LA7-7 See the responses to comments FA4-1 and FA6-5. 

 

 

  



 LA-25 Local Agencies 

LA8 – Hendrick Hudson School District, Superintendent Joseph 

Hochreiter 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

LA8-1 Cumulative impacts associated with the proposed Project and other projects in 
the vicinity of the Hamlet of Verplanck are evaluated in section 4.13 of the 

EIS. 

 

 

 

LA8-2 Economic impacts associated with the Project, including public service 
infrastructure are discussed in section 4.9.3 of the EIS.  We have determined 

that, in the event of a pipeline incident during construction, the anticipated 

demand for police, fire, and/or medical services would not exceed the 
capabilities of the emergency service infrastructure in the Project area.  See 

also the responses to comments SA4-5, LA1-4, and LA1-9. 

 

  



 LA-26 Local Agencies 

LA8 – Hendrick Hudson School District, Superintendent Joseph 

Hochreiter (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

LA8-3 See the responses to comments FA4-25, SA4-2, and SA7-4. 

 

 

 

LA8-4 See the response to comment LA2-6. 

 

LA8-5 Section 3.5.1 of the EIS evaluates an alternative to the proposed Hudson 

River in the vicinity of the IPEC nuclear facility that would follow 
Algonquin’s existing right-of-way instead of the proposed route.  We 

determined, as described more fully in section 3.5.1, that this alternative 

would not be preferable to the proposed route.  We did not identify any other 
alternatives along the Stony Point Take-up and Relay segment where a 

deviation from the existing right-of-way would be preferable.  In general, and 

with the exception of the Hudson River crossing area, we conclude that 
Algonquin’s use of its existing right-of-way and installation of the new 

pipeline within its existing permanent right-of-way (generally in the same 

trench as the pipeline to be removed) would reduce impacts on wetlands, 
waterbodies, residences, and other resources.  This is because it would avoid 

the creation of a new permanent pipeline corridor, impacts on new previously 

unaffected landowners, and the amount of forest clearing and new wetland 
impacts.  We acknowledge the concerns about safety, but note that the risk of 

a pipeline incident at any location is low (see section 4.12.2 of the EIS).  See 

also the responses to comments SA1-8 and SA1-9. 

 

LA8-6 See the response to comment SA4-5. 

 

LA8-7 See the response to comment LA2-11. 

 

  



 LA-27 Local Agencies 

LA8 – Hendrick Hudson School District, Superintendent Joseph 

Hochreiter (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

LA8-8 The impacts noted, as well as mitigation measures, are discussed throughout 

the EIS. 

 

  



 LA-28 Local Agencies 

LA9 – City of Peekskill, Director of Planning and Development, 

Michael Welti 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

LA9-1 Comment noted. 

 

  



 LA-29 Local Agencies 

LA9 – City of Peekskill, Director of Planning and Development, 

Michael Welti (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

LA9-2 See the responses to comments SA4-1, SA4-9, and LA5-1. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

LA9-3 See the response to comment SA4-3. 

 

 

LA9-4 See the responses to comments FA4-25, SA4-2, and SA7-4. 

 

LA9-5 See the response to comment SA4-4. 

 

 

LA9-6 Potential impacts and mitigation measures for wetlands are discussed in 
section 4.4.3.1 of the EIS.  A dry crossing method is proposed for Dickey 

Brook.  Potential impacts and mitigation measures for the waterbody 

crossings are discussed in section 4.3.2.6 of the EIS. 

 

LA9-7 See the responses to comments LA1-4, LA1-9, LA5-2, and LA8-2. 

 

  



 LA-30 Local Agencies 

LA9 – City of Peekskill, Director of Planning and Development, 

Michael Welti (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

LA9-8 See the response to comment SA4-9. 

 

 

 

LA9-9 See the response to comment LA4-6. 

 

LA9-10 See the responses to comments FA4-23, SA4-11, and LA4-7. 

 

 

LA9-11 See the response to comment SA4-3. 

 

 

LA9-12 See the response to comment SA4-10. 

 

 

 

 

 

LA9-15 See the response to comment SA4-15. 

 

LA9-16 Section 4.9.10 of the EIS provides an environmental justice analysis, which 

recognizes the census tract in Peekskill crossed by the proposed pipeline as an 
environmental justice community.  We have determined, and EPA agreed in 

its comments on the draft EIS, that environmental justice communities would 

not be disproportionately affected by the proposed Project.  See also the 
response to comment FA4-16. 

 

LA9-17 See the response to comment LA1-10. 

 

  

LA9-13 See the responses to comments FA4-25 and SA4-2. 

LA9-14 See the responses to comments SA4-5 and LA5-14. 



 LA-31 Local Agencies 

LA9 – City of Peekskill, Director of Planning and Development, 

Michael Welti (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

LA9-18 The impacts noted, as well as mitigation measures, are discussed throughout 
the EIS. 

 

  



 LA-32 Local Agencies 

LA10 – Westchester County Legislator Michael Kaplowitz 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

LA10-1 See the response to comment FA4-1. 

 

 

LA10-2 See the response to comment FA6-5. 

 

 

 

 

LA10-3 See the response to comment FA4-1. 

 

 

LA10-4 See the responses to comments FA4-1 and FA4-25. 

 

LA10-5 See the response to comment SA1-5. 

 

LA10-6 See the response to comment SA1-6. 

 

  



 LA-33 Local Agencies 

LA10 – Westchester County Legislator Michael Kaplowitz 

(cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

LA10-7 See the responses to comments FA4-1 and SA1-7. 

 

LA10-8 See the responses to comments FA4-1 and SA1-8. 

 

LA10-9 See the responses to comments FA4-1 and SA1-9. 

 

LA10-10 See the responses to comment letters LA1, LA2, LA4, LA5, LA8, LA9, 

LA22, LA31, and LA32. 

 

LA10-11 See the responses to comments FA3-5 and FA6-5. 

 

LA10-12 See the responses to comments FA4-1 and FA6-5.  We believe the analysis in 

the draft EIS and the revised analysis in the final EIS are appropriate and 

does not warrant the need for a supplemental draft EIS. 

 

  



 LA-34 Local Agencies 

LA11 – Yorktown Councilman Vishu Patel 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

LA11-1 See the response to comment FA4-1. 

 

 

 

LA11-2 See the response to comment FA6-5. 

 

 

 

 

LA11-3 See the response to comment FA4-1. 

 

 

 

LA11-4 See the responses to comments FA4-1 and FA4-25. 

 

LA11-5 See the response to comment SA1-5. 

 

LA11-6 See the response to comment SA1-6. 

 

  



 LA-35 Local Agencies 

LA11 – Yorktown Councilman Vishu Patel (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

LA11-7 See the responses to comments FA4-1 and SA1-7. 

 

LA11-8 See the responses to comments FA4-1 and SA1-8. 

 

LA11-9 See the responses to comments FA4-1 and SA1-9. 

 

 

LA11-10 See the responses to comment letters LA1, LA2, LA4, LA5, LA8, LA9, 
LA22, LA31, and LA32. 

 

LA11-11 See the responses to comments FA3-5 and FA6-5. 

 

 

LA11-12 See the responses to comments FA4-1 and FA6-5.  We believe the analysis in 

the draft EIS and the revised analysis in the final EIS are appropriate and 

does not warrant the need for a supplemental draft EIS. 

 

  



 LA-36 Local Agencies 

LA12 – Town of Dedham 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

LA12-1 A review of the current service list for this docket indicates that The Town of 

Dedham has been added as a party to the proceeding.   

 

  



 LA-37 Local Agencies 

LA12 – Town of Dedham (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

LA12-2 See the responses to comments FA6-3 and SA4-5. 

 

 

 

LA12-3 A review of the current service list for this docket indicates that The Town of 

Dedham has been added as a party to the proceeding.   

 

  



 LA-38 Local Agencies 

LA12 – Town of Dedham (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 LA-39 Local Agencies 

LA12 – Town of Dedham (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

LA12-4 See the responses to comments FA6-3 and SA4-5. 

 

  



 LA-40 Local Agencies 

LA13 – Town of Dedham’s Motion to Intervene 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

LA13-1 A review of the current service list for this docket indicates that The Town of 

Dedham has been added as a party to the proceeding.   

 

  



 LA-41 Local Agencies 

LA13 – Town of Dedham’s Motion to Intervene (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 LA-42 Local Agencies 

LA14 – Boston Councilwoman Michelle Wu 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

LA14-1 Comment noted. 

 

 

 

 

LA14-2 See the responses to comments FA6-1 and SA4-5.  We also note an existing 
natural gas distribution pipeline operated by National Grid is currently 

located in between the West Roxbury Lateral/M&R station and the quarry 

(i.e. closer to the quarry and its blasting operations).   

 

 

LA14-3 Section 4.9.5.2 and appendix G of the EIS have been updated to include 

additional information on potential traffic-related impacts and measures to be 

implemented to prevent unnecessary delays to the motoring public during 
construction of the West Roxbury Lateral.   

 

LA14-4 While the Roxbury Lateral may represent a "small fraction" of the overall 

Project, which cannot be met through Algonquin's existing infrastructure, 

Algonquin maintains that the purpose and need of the West Roxbury Lateral 
is to provide gas to one or more of the shippers that have executed precedent 

agreements for pipeline capacity.  Taking into consideration the 

environmental impacts identified in the EIS, the Commission will determine 
whether to Project facilities are in the public convenience and necessity when 

deciding whether to approve or deny the Project.  

 

  



 LA-43 Local Agencies 

LA14 – Boston Councilwoman Michelle Wu (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

LA14-5 See the response to comment FA6-5. 

 

 

LA14-6 Comment noted. 

 

  



 LA-44 Local Agencies 

LA15 – North Salem Councilwoman Amy Rosmarin 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

LA15-1 See the response to comment FA4-1. 

 

 

 

LA15-2 See the response to comment FA6-5. 

 

 

 

LA15-3 See the response to comment FA4-1. 

 

 

LA15-4 See the responses to comments FA4-1 and FA4-25. 

 

LA15-5 See the response to comment SA1-5. 

 

LA15-6 See the response to comment SA1-6. 

 

LA15-7 See the responses to comments FA4-1 and SA1-7. 

 

  



 LA-45 Local Agencies 

LA15 – North Salem Councilwoman Amy Rosmarin (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

LA15-8 See the responses to comments FA4-1 and SA1-8. 

 

LA15-9 See the responses to comments FA4-1 and SA1-9. 

 

LA15-10 See the responses to comment letters LA1, LA2, LA4, LA5, LA8, LA9, 

LA22, LA31, and LA32. 

 

LA15-11 See the responses to comments FA3-5 and FA6-5. 

 

LA15-12 See the responses to comments FA4-1 and FA6-5.  We believe the analysis in 
the draft EIS and the revised analysis in the final EIS are appropriate and 

does not warrant the need for a supplemental draft EIS. 

 

  



 LA-46 Local Agencies 

LA16 – Village of Ossing Trustee Victoria Gearity 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

LA16-1 See the response to comment FA4-1. 

 

LA16-2 See the response to comment FA6-5. 

 

 

 

 

 

LA16-3 See the response to comment FA4-1. 

 

 

 

LA16-4 See the responses to comments FA4-1 and FA4-25. 

 

LA16-5 See the response to comment SA1-5. 

 

  



 LA-47 Local Agencies 

LA16 – Village of Ossing Trustee Victoria Gearity (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

LA16-6 See the response to comment SA1-6. 

 

LA16-7 See the responses to comments FA4-1 and SA1-7. 

 

LA16-8 See the responses to comments FA4-1 and SA1-8. 

 

LA16-9 See the responses to comments FA4-1 and SA1-9. 

 

LA16-10 See the responses to comment letters LA1, LA2, LA4, LA5, LA8, LA9, 

LA22, LA31, and LA32. 

 

LA16-11 See the responses to comments FA3-5 and FA6-5. 

 

LA16-12 See the responses to comments FA4-1 and FA6-5.  We believe the analysis in 

the draft EIS and the revised analysis in the final EIS are appropriate and 
does not warrant the need for a supplemental draft EIS. 

 

  



 LA-48 Local Agencies 

LA17 – Peekskill Deputy Mayor Drew Claxton 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

LA17-1 See the response to comment FA4-1. 

 

 

 

 

 

LA17-2 See the response to comment FA6-5. 

 

 

 

LA17-3 See the response to comment FA4-1. 

 

 

 

LA17-4 See the responses to comments FA4-1 and FA4-25. 

 

LA17-5 See the response to comment SA1-5. 

 

LA17-6 See the response to comment SA1-6. 

 

  



 LA-49 Local Agencies 

LA17 – Peekskill Deputy Mayor Drew Claxton (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

LA17-7 See the responses to comments FA4-1 and SA1-7. 

 

LA17-8 See the responses to comments FA4-1 and SA1-8. 

 

LA17-9 See the responses to comments FA4-1 and SA1-9. 

 

LA17-10 See the responses to comment letters LA1, LA2, LA4, LA5, LA8, LA9, 

LA22, LA31, and LA32. 

 

LA17-11 See the responses to comments FA3-5 and FA6-5. 

 

 

LA17-12 See the responses to comments FA4-1 and FA6-5.  We believe the analysis in 
the draft EIS and the revised analysis in the final EIS are appropriate and 

does not warrant the need for a supplemental draft EIS. 

  



 LA-50 Local Agencies 

LA18 – Putnam County Legislator Sam Oliverio 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

LA18-1 See the response to comment FA4-1. 

 

 

 

LA18-2 See the response to comment FA6-5. 

 

 

 

 

LA18-3 See the response to comment FA4-1. 

 

 

 

LA18-4 See the responses to comments FA4-1 and FA4-25. 

 

LA18-5 See the response to comment SA1-5. 

 

LA18-6 See the response to comment SA1-6. 

 

  



 LA-51 Local Agencies 

LA18 – Putnam County Legislator Sam Oliverio (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

LA18-7 See the responses to comments FA4-1 and SA1-7. 

 

LA18-8 See the responses to comments FA4-1 and SA1-8. 

 

LA18-9 See the responses to comments FA4-1 and SA1-9. 

 

LA18-10 See the responses to comment letters LA1, LA2, LA4, LA5, LA8, LA9, 

LA22, LA31, and LA32. 

 

LA18-11 See the responses to comments FA3-5 and FA6-5. 

 

LA18-12 See the responses to comments FA4-1 and FA6-5.  We believe the analysis in 
the draft EIS and the revised analysis in the final EIS are appropriate and 

does not warrant the need for a supplemental draft EIS. 

 

  



 LA-52 Local Agencies 

LA19 – Yorktown Councilman Terrence Murphy 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

LA19-1 Comment noted. 

 

 

LA19-2 The purpose and need for the Project is described in section 1.1 of the EIS.  

The Commission's purpose and role as it relates to the Project is explained in 
section 1.2.1 of the EIS. 

 

 

 

 

LA19-3 See tables 4.11.1-7 to 4.11.1-11 in the EIS for a summary of compressor 
station emissions pre-Project and post-Project.  These summaries include 

criteria pollutants and HAPs.  Additional Project operational emissions are 

summarized in tables 4.11.1-12 and 4.11.1-13.  A detailed breakdown of 
emissions and calculation methodology for each source and pollutant can be 

found in the applicable air permit applications.  

 

LA19-4 See the responses to comments SA4-1, SA4-9, and SA4-10. 

 

LA19-5 See the response to comment FA4-25.  

 

  



 LA-53 Local Agencies 

LA19 – Yorktown Councilman Terrence Murphy (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

LA19-6 The impacts noted, as well as mitigation measures, are discussed throughout 
the EIS.  See also response to comment SA2-10. 

 

  



 LA-54 Local Agencies 

LA20 – Westchester County Legislator Peter Harckham et al. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

LA20-1 See the response to comment FA4-1. 

 

 

 

LA20-2 See the response to comment FA6-5. 

 

 

 

 

LA20-3 See the response to comment FA4-1. 

 

 

 

LA20-4 See the responses to comments FA4-1 and FA4-25. 

 

 

  



 LA-55 Local Agencies 

LA20 – Westchester County Legislator Peter Harckham et al. 

(cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

LA20-5 See the response to comment SA1-5. 

 

LA20-6 See the response to comment SA1-6. 

 

LA20-7 See the responses to comments FA4-1 and SA1-7. 

 

LA20-8 See the responses to comments FA4-1 and SA1-8. 

 

LA20-9 See the responses to comments FA4-1 and SA1-9. 

 

LA20-10 See the responses to comment letters LA1, LA2, LA4, LA5, LA8, LA9, 
LA22, LA31, and LA32. 

 

LA20-11 See the responses to comments FA3-5 and FA6-5. 

 

LA20-12 See the responses to comments FA4-1 and FA6-5.  We believe the analysis in 

the draft EIS and the revised analysis in the final EIS are appropriate and 

does not warrant the need for a supplemental draft EIS. 

 

  



 LA-56 Local Agencies 

LA21 – City of Peekskill, Motion to Intervene 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

LA21-1 A review of the current service list for this docket indicates that the City of 

Peekskill has been added as a party to the proceeding.   

 

 

  



 LA-57 Local Agencies 

LA21 – City of Peekskill, Motion to Intervene (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

LA21-2 See the response to comment LA21-1. 

 

  



 LA-58 Local Agencies 

LA21 – City of Peekskill, Motion to Intervene (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

LA21-3 The impacts noted, as well as mitigation measures, are discussed throughout 

the EIS. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

LA21-4 See the response to comment LA9-6. 

 

LA21-5 See the responses to comments SA4-7, SA4-1, SA4-5, LA1-4, and LA1-9.  

Impacts on property values are discussed in section 4.9 of the EIS. 

 

LA21-6 We disagree.  See the response to comment SA4-1. 

 

 

LA21-7 See the responses to comments FA4-25, SA4-2, and SA7-4.   

 

  



 LA-59 Local Agencies 

LA21 – City of Peekskill, Motion to Intervene (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

LA21-8 See the response to comment LA21-1. 

 

  



 LA-60 Local Agencies 

LA21 – City of Peekskill, Motion to Intervene (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 LA-61 Local Agencies 

LA21 – City of Peekskill, Motion to Intervene (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 LA-62 Local Agencies 

LA22 – Rockland County Legislature 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

LA22-1 Resource Report 9 filed on February 28, 2014 was supplemented by 

Algonquin to include responses to information requested by Commission 
staff, including details about existing and proposed air emission sources and 

air permit applications.  See also the response to comment LA19-3. 

 

 

LA22-2 See the responses to comments SA4-1 and SA4-9. 

 

 

 

LA22-3 We disagree.  See the response to comment SA4-1. 

 

  



 LA-63 Local Agencies 

LA22 – Rockland County Legislature (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

LA22-4 See the response to comment SA4-3. 

 

 

LA22-5 See the responses to comments FA4-25, SA4-2, and SA7-4. 

 

 

LA22-6 See the response to comment SA4-4. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

LA22-7 See the response to comment SA4-9. 

 

LA22-8 See the responses to comments SA4-15, LA2-11, and LA4-6. 

 

 

 

 

LA22-9 See the responses to comments FA4-23, SA4-11, and LA4-7. 

 

  



 LA-64 Local Agencies 

LA22 – Rockland County Legislature (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

LA22-10 See the response to comment SA4-3. 

 

 

 

LA22-11 See the response to comment SA4-10. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

LA22-12 See the responses to comments FA4-25 and SA4-2. 

 

 

LA22-13 See the responses to comments SA4-5 and LA5-14. 

 

 

LA22-14 See the response to comment SA4-15. 

 

 

LA22-15 The impacts noted, as well as mitigation measures, are discussed throughout 
the EIS. 

 

 

  



 LA-65 Local Agencies 

LA22 – Rockland County Legislature (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 LA-66 Local Agencies 

LA23 – Town of Cortlandt 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

LA23-1 See the responses to comments FA4-1 and SA12-2.   

 

  



 LA-67 Local Agencies 

LA23 – Town of Cortlandt (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

LA23-2 Comment noted.  See also the response to comment SA2-6. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

LA23-3 We disagree.  See also the responses to comments FA4-1 and FA6-5. 

 

 

LA23-4 We believe the EIS accurately describes the potential impacts of the proposed 
action.  Our evaluation of route alternatives to the proposed Hudson River 

crossing is included in section 3.5.1.   

 

  



 LA-68 Local Agencies 

LA23 – Town of Cortlandt (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

LA23-5 WPP's project is identified and discussed in sections 4.8.3.2, 4.12.3, and 4.13 
of the EIS addressing land use conflicts, safety impacts, and cumulative 

impacts.  See also the responses to comments SA7-4 and SA12-2. 

 

LA23-6 See the responses to comments FA4-1 and FA6-5. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

LA23-7 See the response to comment FA4-1. 

 

  



 LA-69 Local Agencies 

LA23 – Town of Cortlandt (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

LA23-8 The entrance/exit locations for the proposed Hudson River HDD crossing 

have been revised.  Algonquin provided a revised acoustical analysis based 
on the revised entrance/exit locations, which resulted slightly higher impacts 

as compared to those presented in the draft EIS.  Table 4.11.2-4 of the EIS 

has been revised to reflect the revised acoustical analysis, which is available 
for review as part of the FERC docket for the Project.  Algonquin has 

committed to providing mitigation measures as summarized in section 

4.11.2.3 of the EIS, which would ensure that noise resulting from the HDD 
activities would not exceed the 55 decibels on the A-weighted scale (dBA) 

day-night average sound level (Ldn) and would result in a noise increase of 

less than 10 decibels (dB) above ambient noise.  Additionally, FERC staff 
have recommended additional measures during construction to ensure that the 

proposed noise mitigation measures are successful and actions to be taken in 

the event that noise levels exceed either 55 dBA Ldn or 10 dB above ambient 
noise.  

 

  



 LA-70 Local Agencies 

LA23 – Town of Cortlandt (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

LA23-9 Our evaluation of route alternatives to the proposed Hudson River crossing is 

included in section 3.5.1 of the EIS.   

 

  



 LA-71 Local Agencies 

LA23 – Town of Cortlandt (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

LA23-10 As discussed in section 4.3.2.3 of the EIS, there is a high likelihood of 

success with the proposed HDDs.  If the HDDs are not successful, Algonquin 
would be required to identify a new location for the crossing or new 

methodology, and request approval for the new location or methodology with 

all applicable agencies. 

 

LA23-11 Section 3.5.1 has been revised to include additional analysis of the Hudson 
River Northern Route Alternative. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

LA23-12 See the responses to comments SA1-12 and SA12-2.  The draft EIS identified 
the potential cumulative impacts associated with WPP's project along with 

the proposed Project and other projects in section  4.13 based on the current 

information available at the time of issuance.  The cumulative impacts of 

these projects in the final EIS has been updated based on the current 

construction schedules and facility locations.   

 

 

 

  



 LA-72 Local Agencies 

LA23 – Town of Cortlandt (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 LA-73 Local Agencies 

LA23 – Town of Cortlandt (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

LA23-13 See also the responses to comments FA4-25, SA4-2, SA7-4, and FA4-1. 

 

  



 LA-74 Local Agencies 

LA23 – Town of Cortlandt (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

LA23-14 See the responses to comments FA3-5 and LA23-16.  

 

  



 LA-75 Local Agencies 

LA23 – Town of Cortlandt (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

LA23-15 See the responses to comments FA3-5 and SA2-2. 

 

  



 LA-76 Local Agencies 

LA23 – Town of Cortlandt (cont’d) 

 

 

 

LA23-16 See the responses to comments FA3-5, FA4-24, and IND193-5.  Algonquin 

has not filed an application with the Commission for the Access Northeast 

Project.  Rather, Algonquin is still evaluating the potential Access Northeast 
Project based on interest for additional natural gas supplies in New England 

in response to the New England governors' initiative on new energy 

infrastructure and in anticipation of a request for proposal from the New 
England States Committee on Electricity to expand existing natural gas 

pipeline capacity and meet critical demand for reliable electric power 

generation.  The Access Northeast Project is still in the development phase 
and information about any planned facilities associated with the project that 

would inform a cumulative impacts analysis are not available.  Spectra's 

current schedule for the Access Northeast Project would result in an in-
service by November 2018, 2 years after the target date for the AIM Project 

facilities and 1 year after the target date for the Atlantic Bridge Project 

facilities.  The cumulative impacts section of the final EIS has been updated 
to identify the information available for the Access Northeast Project, based 

on publically available information on Spectra’s website. 

 

LA23-17 See the responses to comments FA4-1, FA4-25, SA4-2, and LA2-6.  

 

 

 

  



 LA-77 Local Agencies 

LA23 – Town of Cortlandt (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

LA23-18 See the responses to comments FA4-25 and LA2-6. 

 

 

  



 LA-78 Local Agencies 

LA23 – Town of Cortlandt (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

LA23-19 See the responses to comments FA4-1, SA1-8, SA1-9, and SA4-5.  The 

Project avoids impacting historic properties near St. Patrick's Church and 

Buchanan-Verplanck Elementary School.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

LA23-20 As discussed in section 4.9.1 of the EIS, Algonquin anticipates hiring up to 

76 percent of the construction workers for the Project locally, which would 

offset the strain of additional new people requiring services.  While we 
acknowledge that short-term, temporary impacts on certain public services 

are possible, we conclude that overall there are ample services available in 

the area to meet the needs of the AIM Project.  See also the responses to 
comments LA1-4 and LA1-9.   

 

  



 LA-79 Local Agencies 

LA23 – Town of Cortlandt (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

LA23-21 Section 4.9.8 of the EIS has been updated to include additional discussion of 

the Project's potential impacts on property values.  In summary, several 

studies have been conducted to evaluate the effect of pipelines on property 
values and all have concluded that there is no significant impact on property 

values located along natural gas pipelines and associated infrastructure. 

 

 

LA23-22 Although new permanent right-of-way would be required in the Town of 

Cortlandt, an existing wooded buffer would be maintained between existing 

residential areas and the new permanent easement; therefore, the Project 
would not impact the natural buffer between and within existing residential 

neighborhoods in Cortlandt.  Regarding Cortlandt's "essential residential 

character," the cited section of the Cortlandt Master Plan presents a policy of 
focusing higher residential densities in already built-up areas.  The proposed 

pipeline would not impact the Town's ability to plan residential densities in 

order to preserve its existing character.  The EIS has been updated to include 
discussion of any conflicts with the residential land uses in Cortlandt's Master 

Plan. 

 

  



 LA-80 Local Agencies 

LA23 – Town of Cortlandt (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

LA23-23 See the responses to comments LA23-21 and LA23-22. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

LA23-24 See the response to comment FA4-8.  FERC recognizes that site-specific 

crossing plans for the two vernal pools in New York are needed and has 

requested revised site-specific crossing plans that incorporate any additional 
avoidance or mitigation measures required through the permit review process 

with applicable agencies prior to issuing a Notice to Proceed for construction. 

 

 

  



 LA-81 Local Agencies 

LA23 – Town of Cortlandt (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

LA23-25 As described in section 4.4.3.2 of the EIS, Algonquin has applied to the 

NYSDEC and USACE for CWA permits for the Project.  As part of the 
permitting process, Algonquin included site-specific crossing plans for the 

vernal pools in New York that would be impacted by Project construction.  

Because the permits are currently under review, we included a 

recommendation in the EIS that prior to construction Algonquin provide 

copies of the final site-specific crossing plans and required mitigation for 

these features for review and approval by the Director of the Office of Energy 
Projects (OEP).  No construction would be permitted in these areas without 

final approval of the Director of the OEP.  See also the response to comment 

SA4-15. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

LA23-26 As shown in in table 4.11.2-6 of the EIS, the existing noise attributable to the 

Cortland M&R Station and other ambient noise is above the 55 dBA Ldn 
criterion.  However, the modifications proposed would result in a 1 dB 

increase above the existing ambient levels.  This increase would be 

imperceptible; therefore, this potential impact is considered less than 
significant.   

 

  



 LA-82 Local Agencies 

LA23 – Town of Cortlandt (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

LA23-27 As noted in section 4.2.2.6 of the EIS, contamination may be present within 

surficial soils at locations where a HDD is proposed.  Algonquin conducted a 

review of each of the planned HDD entry/exit locations and found no 
documented soil contamination.  In utilizing the HDD crossing method, the 

pipeline would be installed at a depth of approximately 160 feet below the 

Hudson River bed.  Utilizing the HDD method avoids disturbance to river-
bottom sediments, as all subsurface materials removed along the drill path 

during the drilling process is removed from the borehole and contained 

within temporary lined mud pits.  Contamination is not expected to be 
encountered during HDD activities; however, due to the historic presence of 

polychlorinated biphenyl (PCBs) in the area, we are recommending that all 

subsurface materials recovered from the Hudson River HDD process be 
appropriately sampled for PCBs prior to disposal of the material (see 

recommended condition in section 5.2 of the EIS).  If contamination is found 

it would be handled as outlined in the Unanticipated Contamination 
Encounter Procedures. 

  



 LA-83 Local Agencies 

LA23 – Town of Cortlandt (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

LA23-28 Impacts related to the potential release of drilling fluid are discussed in 

section 4.3.2.6 of the EIS.  These impacts include effects on fisheries or other 

aquatic organisms by causing turbidity in a waterbody and/or temporarily 
coating the waterbody bed with a layer of clay.  Mitigation measures for 

these potential impacts are also listed in this section and are further discussed 

in appendix J. 

LA23-29 PCBs are addressed in section 4.8.6.2 of the EIS.  In the unlikely and 

unforeseeable event of an inadvertent release of PCBs to the environment, 

response and remediation would be conducted in accordance with all 
applicable federal and state regulations. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

LA23-30 See the responses to comments FA4-1, FA6-5, and SA1-12. 

 

  



 LA-84 Local Agencies 

LA23 – Town of Cortlandt (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 LA-85 Local Agencies 

LA23 – Town of Cortlandt (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 LA-86 Local Agencies 

LA23 – Town of Cortlandt (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 LA-87 Local Agencies 

LA23 – Town of Cortlandt (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 LA-88 Local Agencies 

LA24 – Dedham Board of Selectmen 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

LA24-1 Comment noted. 

 

LA24-2 With respect to the purpose and need for the Project, which is discussed in 

section 1.1 of the EIS, Algonquin included with its application to the FERC 

copies of precedent agreements with its shippers, including Boston Gas.  This 

allowed us to verify that the proposed facilities are sited to meet the 
contracted volumes.  In most cases, the shipper of the gas is not regulated by 

the FERC, as is the case with Boston Gas.  Further, as identified in 

Algonquin's Resource Report 1 to its Application, the precedent agreement 
with Boston Gas was approved by the Massachusetts Department of Public 

Utilities in September 2013.     

 

LA24-3 Section 3.4.3 of the EIS has been revised to include additional information on 

the reasons why Algonquin sited the West Roxbury Lateral and M&R station 
at the proposed locations.  Section 3.5.1.3 of the EIS has been revised to 

address the MassDOT's policy. 

 

  



 LA-89 Local Agencies 

LA24 – Dedham Board of Selectmen (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 LA-90 Local Agencies 

LA25 – Rockland County Legislator Alden Wolfe 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

LA25-1 See the responses to comments FA4-25 and SA4-2. 

 

 

 

LA25-2 See the responses to comments SA4-5 and LA5-14. 

LA25-3 See the response to comment SA4-15. 

 

  



 LA-91 Local Agencies 

LA26 – New York City Department of Environmental Protection 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

LA26-1 Section 4.3.2.1 of the EIS has been revised to indicate that the site-specific 

crossing plan for the Catskill Aqueduct would be filed as CEII. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

LA26-2 Section 4.3.2.1 of the EIS has been revised to indicate that the final site-
specific crossing plan for the Catskill Aqueduct, incorporating NYCDEP's 

requirements, should be filed prior to construction of the Stony Point to 

Yorktown Take-up and Relay segment. 

 

  



 LA-92 Local Agencies 

LA26 – New York City Department of Environmental Protection 

(cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

LA26-3 Comment noted. 

 

 

LA26-4 Section 4.8.5.1 of the EIS has been revised to clarify that the new 42-inch-
diameter pipeline would be located at the edge of the area permitted by 

Algonquin's existing NYCDEP Land Use Permit. 

 

LA26-5 See the response to comment SA14-1.   

 

 

 

 

 

 

LA26-6 The length of open trench or exposed right-of-way would be based on site-

specific conditions at the time of construction.  Therefore, specific distances 

cannot be given at this time.  However, Algonquin would be required to 
implement the measures in its Erosion and Sediment Control Plan (E&SCP), 

which incorporates measures from FERC's Upland Erosion Control, 

Revegetation, and Maintenance Plan (Plan) and Procedures, to ensure that 
erosion control measures are installed and properly maintained until the right-

of-way is effectively restored.  Inspections would be conducted of these 

measures to ensure their effectiveness.  See also the response to comment 

SA14-14. 

LA26-7 The EIS has been revised to reflect that Algonquin no longer proposes use of 

the pipe and contractor ware yard at the Granite Knolls West Park in the 
Town of Yorktown. 

  



 LA-93 Local Agencies 

LA26 – New York City Department of Environmental Protection 

(cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

LA26-8 See the response to comment SA14-1. 

LA26-9 See the response to comment SA14-1.  

LA26-10 Details on the size on the potential dewatering structures are provided in 
Algonquin's Erosion and Sediment Control Plan (E&SCP).  Workspaces 

needed to establish the structures are shown on the Project alignment sheets. 

LA26-11 As noted in Algonquin's E&SCP, dewatering structures would be located in a 
well-vegetated and stabilized area, with an attempt to maintain at least a 50-

foot vegetated buffer from wetlands and waterbodies.  If an adequate buffer is 

not available, sediment barriers or other erosion control measures would be 
installed. 

LA26-12 The Project would comply with the FERC Procedures, which states "unless 
expressly permitted or further restricted by the appropriate federal or state 

agency in writing on a site-specific basis, instream work, except that required 

to install or remove equipment bridges, must occur during the following time 
windows: coldwater fisheries - June 1 through September 30; and coolwater 

and warmwater fisheries - June 1 through November 30."  In addition, during 

a dam-and-pump installation, screen pump intakes to minimize entrainment 
of fish would be used.  

LA26-13 The Project would comply with the FERC Procedures, which states 

"revegetate disturbed riparian areas with native species of conservation 
grasses, legumes, and woody species similar in density to undisturbed lands.” 

LA26-14 Section 4.3.2.5 states that hydrostatic test water would be discharged into 

dewatering structures located in upland areas and within the construction 
work area in accordance with the E&SCP.  Algonquin would comply with 

the hydrostatic best management practices (BMP) provided to them by the 

NYSDEC.  As shown in table 4.3.2-4, the majority of water used for 
hydrostatic testing would come from municipal sources (with the exception 

of Old Verplanck Quarry Lake).  Therefore, any potential issues with 

adequate downstream flow would be avoided. 

LA26-15 Comment noted.  Section 4.4.3.1 of the EIS has been updated. 

LA26-16 Section 4.7.12 of the draft EIS states that Algonquin consulted with the FWS 

regarding potential habitat locations and identified six areas of concern in the 
Project area.  Botanical surveys for small whorled pogonia were conducted 

between July 1 and July 3, 2014, which is a time when the plant is 

considered easily identifiable.  No small whorled pogonia plants were 
observed during these surveys. 

  



 LA-94 Local Agencies 

 

LA26 – New York City Department of Environmental Protection 

(cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

LA26-17 Comment noted.  Section 4.5.4.1 of the EIS provides additional information 

regarding revegetation, invasive species control, and post-construction 

monitoring.  Additional methods of revegetation would include seeding to 
allow revegetation to preconstruction cover types.  In summary, Algonquin 

would implement the measures in its E&SCP and Invasive Plant Species 

Control Plan to minimize impacts on vegetation within the construction and 
permanent rights-of-way to improve revegetation success. 

 

LA26-18 The coldwater, coolwater, and warmwater fisheries terms referenced in 

section 4.6.2.1 of the EIS are general fisheries classifications described in the 

FERC’s Procedures and do not have specific defined temperature 
ranges.  FERC defers to the state water quality or fisheries departments for 

state-specific fisheries classifications, which are discussed in section 4.6.2.1 

of the EIS. 

 

LA26-19 Comment noted. 

 

LA26-20 Comment noted. 

 

LA26-21 Sections 4.5.2 and 4.7.1 of the EIS have been revised for consistency.  
Surveys for the small whorled pogonia were conducted in six areas of 

concern during July 1 to 3, 2014 and that the results of these surveys have 

been submitted to the FWS and NYSDEC documenting that no small 
whorled pogonia plants were observed.  Survey reports for all federally listed 

and state-listed species were sent to the appropriate federal and state agencies 

for review and are not included as an appendix in the EIS due to the sensitive 
nature of protected species occurrence information. 

 

  



 LA-95 Local Agencies 

LA27 – Town of Dedham, Town Counsel, John Goldrosen 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 LA-96 Local Agencies 

LA27 – Town of Dedham, Town Counsel, John Goldrosen 

(cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

LA27-1 Section 3.4.3 of the EIS has been revised to include additional information on 
the location of the West Roxbury Lateral and associated M&R station.  Route 

variations and alternatives considered along the West Roxbury Lateral are 

described in sections 3.5.1.3 and 3.5.2.2.  Additional modifications evaluated 
are described in section 3.5.3.  M&R station alternatives are discussed in 

section 3.6.2.3.   

LA27-2 Comment noted. 

 

  



 LA-97 Local Agencies 

LA27 – Town of Dedham, Town Counsel, John Goldrosen 

(cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

LA27-3 See the response to comment LA24-3. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

LA27-4 See the responses to comments LA24-3 and LA27-1. 

 

  



 LA-98 Local Agencies 

LA27 – Town of Dedham, Town Counsel, John Goldrosen 

(cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 LA-99 Local Agencies 

LA27 – Town of Dedham, Town Counsel, John Goldrosen 

(cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

LA27-5 Section 4.9.5.2 and appendix G of the EIS have been updated to include 

additional information on potential traffic-related impacts and measures to be 

implemented to prevent unnecessary delays to the motoring public during 
construction of the West Roxbury Lateral.  See also the response to comment 

SA13-4.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

LA27-6 Section 4.11.2.3 of the EIS has been revised to address noise associated with 

nighttime construction along the West Roxbury Lateral. 

 

  



 LA-100 Local Agencies 

LA27 – Town of Dedham, Town Counsel, John Goldrosen 

(cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

LA27-7 Sections 2.3.1.2 and 4.9.5.2 of the EIS have been revised to reflect 
Algonquin's commitment to repave the town's roadways impacted by the 

pipeline construction from curb-to-curb. 

 

 

 

 

LA27-8 Section 4.8.5.3 of the EIS has been updated to reflect the current proposed 

route alignment at Gonzalez Field.  The modified route would be located 

closer to the outer edge of Gonzalez Field and would reduce the land area 
temporarily affected during construction and permanently affected during 

operation.  Algonquin has committed to construct this segment of the pipeline 

after the conclusion of the Town of Dedham's soccer program in order to 
minimize impacts on recreational use of the field during construction.  An 

updated evaluation of the pipeline alternative route across Gonzalez Field is 

included in section 3.5.2.2 of the EIS.  

 

 

 

 

 

LA27-9 Section 4.9.5.2 of the EIS has been revised to include a recommendation that 

Algonquin develop a detailed construction schedule for the West Roxbury 

Lateral and share it with the town.   

 

  



 LA-101 Local Agencies 

LA27 – Town of Dedham, Town Counsel, John Goldrosen 

(cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

LA27-10 In accordance with PHMSA's safety regulations, as part of the construction 

process, the pipeline would be hydrostatically tested to ensure the pipeline is 
safe to sustain the operating pressure of the pipeline.  PHMSA's Office of 

Pipeline Safety performs inspections of interstate natural gas pipeline 

facilities in Massachusetts and PHMSA's regulations establish the 
requirements of an integrity assessment.  As identified in section 4.12.1 of the 

EIS, PHMSA's integrity management rules for HCAs require an inspection of 

the pipeline every 7 years.  This requirement is not based on pipeline age. 

 

 

 

LA27-11 See the responses to comments FA4-1 and FA6-5. 

 

LA27-12 Sections 4.8 and 4.9 of the EIS have been revised to include additional 

information on mitigation measures related to land use and traffic associated 

with the Project.  In addition, several route variations were incorporated into 
the proposed route to minimize impacts along with West Roxbury Lateral as 

described in section 3.5 of the EIS. 

 

  



 LA-102 Local Agencies 

LA28 – Boston Mayor, Martin J. Walsh 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

LA28-1 See the responses to comments FA6-1 and FA6-2. 

 

 

 

 

LA28-2 Comment noted. 

 

 

 

 

 

LA28-3 See the response to comment FA6-5. 

 

  



 LA-103 Local Agencies 

LA28 – Boston Mayor, Martin J. Walsh (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

LA28-4 Comment noted. 

 

  



 LA-104 Local Agencies 

LA29 – Westchester County Legislative Counsel Christopher 

Crane 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

LA29-1 Algonquin's Rock Removal Plan (see appendix E of EIS) states that pre-blast 

surveys would assess the condition of structures, wells, springs, and utilities 

within 150 feet of the proposed construction right-of-way.  It goes on to state 
that determination of the existence and location of site specific structures 

(including septic systems) would be part of the survey. 

 

LA29-2 Consistent with FERC guidelines, Algonquin would have its own 

Environmental Inspectors (EI) during construction of the Project.  In addition 
to those EIs, FERC would oversee Third-party Compliance Monitors who 

would provide daily reports to the FERC staff on compliance issues in New 

York.  Additional details on the environmental inspection program is 
provided in section 2.5 of the EIS.  See also the response to comment SA4-

16. 

 

LA29-3 The Project has commitments from customers for an additional 

342,000 Dth/d of natural gas.  In order to meet the objectives of the Project, 

any alternative or combination of alternatives would need to be able to 
provide an equivalent amount of energy.  The fact that some of the natural 

gas delivered by the Project could be used for heat versus electric generation 
does not alter this.  It is impossible to say exactly what would happen if the 

Project is not constructed, but the demands of the Project’s customers, 

including the need by some for natural gas to heat homes, would either need 
to be met by some other means (other energy sources or conservation), which 

would not eliminate their demand but rather defer it until some other means 

or combination of means to satisfy it could be found.  We have not identified 
any alternative or combination of alternatives that would meet the objectives 

of the Project as described in section 3.0 of the EIS. 

 

LA29-4 In addition to the recommendation regarding water supply wells, Algonquin 

has developed an overall Environmental Complaint Resolution Procedure 
Plan that identifies steps Algonquin would take to address landowner calls 

received during construction.  The plan also identifies the FERC's Dispute 

Resolution Service Helpline contact information (see section 4.8.3.1 of the 
EIS).   

 

  



 LA-105 Local Agencies 

LA29 – Westchester County Legislative Counsel Christopher 

Crane (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

LA29-5 See the response to comment FA3-5. 

 

LA29-6 The NYPSC does not have jurisdiction for the siting and construction of 

interstate natural gas pipelines.  The NGA gives FERC that exclusive 

authority.  In addition, under the Pipeline Safety Act, the DOT has exclusive 
authority to establish national standards for the safe construction, operation, 

and maintenance of, interstate natural gas pipelines and their appurtenant 

facilities.  The order limiting Algonquin's pipeline to 650 psig is from the 
early 1950s and applied to the existing 26-inch-diamater pipeline.  The law is 

now clear that the NYPSC does not have jurisdiction over these types of 

facilities.   

 

LA29-7 Table 1.3-1 in the EIS identifies the major federal, state, and local permits, 
approvals, and consultations for construction and operation of the Project.  

See also the responses to comments SA4-15 and LA29-6. 

 

LA29-8 The local emergency planning committees have been added to the mailing 

list. 

 

  



 LA-106 Local Agencies 

LA30 – Cortlandt Councilwoman Debra Carter Costello 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 LA-107 Local Agencies 

LA30 – Cortlandt Councilwoman Debra Carter Costello (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

LA30-1 See the responses to comments FA4-25 and SA7-4.   

 

LA30-2 See the response to comment SA4-2. 

 

LA30-3 See the response to comment SA4-5.   

 

LA30-4 See the response to comment SA4-4. 

 

LA30-5 Potential impacts and mitigation to groundwater, surface water, and air 

quality are discussed in sections 4.3.1.7, 4.3.2.6, and 4.11.1.3 of the EIS, 

respectively.  

 

LA30-6 See the response to comment LA23-21. 

 

LA30-7 Comment noted 

 

LA30-8 See the responses to comments FA4-25, SA4-2, SA4-5, and SA7-4. 

 

  



 LA-108 Local Agencies 

LA30 – Cortlandt Councilwoman Debra Carter Costello (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 LA-109 Local Agencies 

LA31 – Town of Somers 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 LA-110 Local Agencies 

LA31 – Town of Somers (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

LA31-1 See the responses to comments LA19-3 and LA22-1. 

 

 

LA31-2 We disagree.  See the response to comment SA4-1. 

 

 

LA31-3 See the response to comment FA4-25. 

 

LA31-4 Comment noted.  Except for the new right-of-way associated with the 

Hudson River HDD, the pipeline in New York would be sited within 

Algonquin's existing right-of-way and therefore would not permanently 
impact any additional homes or schools.  Site-specific residential 

construction plans for homes within 50 feet of the construction right-of-way 

are provided in appendix H to the EIS, and mitigation measures are discussed 
in section 4.8.3.1 of the EIS.   

 

LA31-5 See the responses to comments FA4-23, SA4-1, and SA4-5. 

 

  



 LA-111 Local Agencies 

LA31 – Town of Somers (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

LA31-6 See the response to comment LA1-4. 

 

 

LA31-7 See the responses to comments SA4-1, SA4-9, and SA4-10. 

 

 

 

LA31-8 See the responses to comments SA4-15, LA2-11, and LA4-6. 

 

 

LA31-9 See the response to comment SA4-15. 

 

LA31-10 A summary of the public review and comment process for the Project is 

described in section 1.4 of the EIS and the distribution list for the EIS is 
provided in appendix A. 

 

  



 LA-112 Local Agencies 

LA32 – Town of Cortlandt 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

LA32-1 Comment noted.  See the responses to comment letter LA2. 

 

  



 LA-113 Local Agencies 

LA33 – Putnam County Legislature Chairman Carl Abano 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

LA33-1 See the response to comment FA4-1. 

 

 

LA33-2 See the response to comment FA6-5. 

 

 

LA33-3 See the response to comment FA4-1. 

 

 

LA33-4 See the response to comment FA4-25. 

 

 

  



 LA-114 Local Agencies 

LA33 – Putnam County Legislature Chairman Carl Abano 

(cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

LA33-5 See the responses to comments FA4-25, SA4-2, and SA7-4.  With respect to 

the CSX Railroad, natural gas transmission lines and railroads cross one 

another throughout the country, and the crossings are designed to ensure 
mutual compatibility and safety.  We do not consider pipeline crossings of 

railroads to have an impact on public safety.   

 

LA33-6 See the response to comment SA1-5. 

 

LA33-7 See the response to comment SA4-4. 

 

LA33-8 Air emissions that would results from the operation of equipment during 

construction and the burning of natural gas during operation of the proposed 
facilities are discussed in section 4.11.1.3 of the EIS.  The potential 

cumulative air impacts associated with the emissions of the proposed Project 

along with other projects is assessed in section 4.13 of the EIS.   

 

LA33-9 See the response to comment SA1-6. 

 

LA33-10 See the responses to comments FA4-1 and SA1-7. 

 

LA33-11 See the response to comment SA1-8. 

 

LA33-12 See the response to comment SA1-9. 

 

LA33-13 See the response to comment SA4-10. 

 

LA33-14 See the response to comment FA3-5. 

 

LA33-15 See the responses to comments FA4-1, FA6-5, and SA1-12. 

 

  



 LA-115 Local Agencies 

LA34 – North Salem Councilwoman Amy Rosmarin 

 

 

 

 

 

LA34-1 FERC staff presumes that the vibration issue referenced by the commentor 
relates to the Brookfield Compressor Station, which is part of the Iroquois 

Gas Transmission pipeline system.  Mr. Kohlhase has filed with the 

Commission numerous comments related to noise and vibration from natural 
gas transmission pipelines and compressor stations.  These are identified in 

his comment letters as low frequency sound from pipelines, and noise 

impacts specific to the Brookfield Compressor Station that he identifies as a 
frequency varying "flutter."  Mr. Kohlhase identifies natural gas pipelines as 

generating a low frequency hum that can induce vibration in enclosed spaces.  

Through the FERC's dispute resolution service helpline, we are aware that 
this induced vibration has occurred at a limited number of natural gas 

facilities in the over 300,000 miles of transmission pipeline in the United 

States.  However, we are unaware of wide-scale cases of this occurring due to 
low frequency noise from natural gas transmission pipelines.  In addition, Mr. 

Kohlhase claims that a hum is affecting many residents in western 

Connecticut and identifies numerous purported physiological effects.  Again, 
with hundreds of thousands of residents near natural gas pipelines, we have 

seen no systemic evidence that natural gas pipelines are inducing these 

effects in local residents.   
 

The flutter that Mr. Kohlhase references is a unique issue to the Brookfield 
Compressor Station owned by Iroquois Gas Transmission.  The 

Commission’s Office of Energy Projects has worked with Iroquois Gas 

Transmission on the vibration issues from the Brookfield Compressor 
Station, and while the issue is ongoing, it is isolated to the Brookfield 

Compressor Station.  The gas for the proposed Project is 100 percent 

subscribed for local distribution companies and municipalities along the 
Algonquin system.  The additional volumes are not intended for transport 

along the Iroquois Gas Transmission system.  Therefore, the Brookfield 

Compressor Station would not experience a change in volume, operation, or 
noise/vibration as a result of this Project.  Further, each of the compressor 

stations proposed to be modified as part of the proposed Project are existing 

stations and we are unaware of any perceptible vibration at nearby receptors.  
FERC regulations require that modifications to existing compressor stations 

cannot result in a perceptible increase in vibration at nearby receptors.  

Section 4.11.2.3 of the EIS has been updated to include a discussion 
regarding vibration. 

 

  



 LA-116 Local Agencies 

LA35 – North Salem Councilwoman Amy Rosmarin 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

LA35-1 See the responses to comments SA4-1, SA4-9, SA4-10, and LA4-6. 

 

  



 LA-117 Local Agencies 

LA36 – Cortlandt Councilman Seth Freach 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

LA36-1 See the response to comment FA4-1. 

 

 

LA36-2 See the response to comment FA6-5. 

 

 

 

 

LA36-3 See the response to comment FA4-1. 

 

 

 

LA36-4 See the responses to comments FA4-1 and FA4-25. 

 

LA36-5 See the response to comment SA1-5. 

 

LA36-6 See the response to comment SA1-6. 

 

  



 LA-118 Local Agencies 

LA36 – Cortlandt Councilman Seth Freach (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

LA36-7 See the responses to comments FA4-1 and SA1-7. 

 

LA36-8 See the responses to comments FA4-1 and SA1-8. 

 

 

LA36-9 See the responses to comments FA4-1 and SA1-9. 

 

LA36-10 See the responses to comment letters LA1, LA2, LA4, LA5, LA8, LA9, 
LA22, LA31, and LA32. 

 

LA36-11 See the responses to comments FA3-5 and FA6-5. 

 

LA36-12 See the responses to comments FA4-1 and FA6-5.  We believe the analysis in 
the draft EIS and the revised analysis in the final EIS are appropriate and 

does not warrant the need for a supplemental draft EIS. 
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